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Mr. CoLERIDGE, Q.C., certainly seems determined to 
deyote himself with extraordinary energy to his Par- 
liamentary duties. Not long since we were informed by 
a local journal that the learned gentleman, in order to 
make his maiden speech in the House of Commons, had 
- returned retaining fees given him at Bodmin to the 
amount of £400, and now we understand that an official 
intimation has been received of his intention to resign 
his position as Recorder for the borough of Portsmouth, 
in order more completely to devote himself to politics. 
We believe that this resolution will be received with 
extreme regret by the numerous admirers of the learned 
- gentleman. 

SOME CORRESPONDENCE has recently appeared in the 
daily journals upon the subject of arbitrations, and it is 
believed that it was initiated by a member of the bar. 
Public opinion, which daily gains strength, indorses the 
view expressed by this writer, and generally felt, we 
believe, in the profession, that arbitrations, as a rule, 
are excessively prolix and expensive; and it is well 
known that clients, notwithstanding the notorious un- 
certainty of juries, and the inapplicability of that mode 
of adjudication to a large class of cases, constantly re- 
fuse, absolutely, to submit their causes to the arbitration 
of any man, and insist upon taking the verdict of a jury. 
It occurs to us, therefore, to inquire whether the un- 
deniably wide-spread, and wider spreading, objection to 
arbitrations rests upon any solid basis. 

We state in the outset our honest conviction to be that 
there are many disputes between litigants involving 
details and matters of account and calculation which 
Never can be satisfactorily adjusted in the ordinary 
Courts of this country. And we have reason to know 
that the correctness of this conclusion is not challenged 
by the generality of laymen. Whence, then, springs the 
formidable objection to which we have referred? Ez- 
perientia docet. 

Can any man of experience deny that, too frequently, 
there is a dilatoriness, and consequently, an expensive- 
ness, connected with arbitrations which may well render 
suitors heartily sick of them? In the first place, if the 
attendance of counsel in any practice is desired, either as 
counsel or arbitrator, we may be certain that the reference 
will be made subordinate to his regular business, so that 
it will over and over again happen that the arbitrator, or 
one of the leading counsel engaged, is not forthcoming 
at the time and place fixed for the arbitration; and it is 
not unfrequently found that, when the attendance of the 
missing arbitrator has been at last secured, the whole meet- 
ing has become abortive because some other of the counsel, 
who has been in waiting all this time, is now obliged to 
80 away, and the reference cannot proceed in his absence. 

_Even if it do proceed without any of these delays and 
difficulties, it is a most unsatisfactory sort of tribunal for 
& vast majority of the cases “referred,” or sought by the 
judges so to be. It is true that there are some cases 
where no question of law or disputed fact is involved, 
and the whole point at issue is matter of account, or 














something of that nature, in which a reference is-the 
most satisfactory course, but, in general, it simply 
amounts to paying an inferior judge to do for you that 
which the country has already paid the superior judge to 
do, with a high probability that you will be obliged to 
come before the Court after all. 

The truth is, that references are too often recklessly 
forced on the suitors by the laziness of judges and lead- 
ing counsel, who desire to get through the business 
perfunctorily, and “shovel over” into the limbo of 
arbitration every case which promises to “take time.” 
The habit of holding arbitrations in the morning aggra- 
vates the objections to them, as it is simply absurd to 
expect any men to sacrifice their business proper to 
“hole and corner” work of this sort, unless under the 
inducement of fees upon a scale which few of these cases 
will bear. On the other hand evening meetings, though 
convenient for counsel, are often exceedingly inconve- 
nient to the witnesses and parties; so that, between these 
two contending objections, the proceeding too often comes 
to a stand still. Perhaps, when the arbitrations can be 
held in the immediate neighbourhood of the court, as 
proposed in the new palace of justice, some of these diffi- 
culties may be removed, but even then we would impress 
upon our readers the wisdom, as a general rule, of the 
maxim of the Lord Chief Baron—*“I will arrange any- 
thing, refer nothing.” 


THE FIRST INTIMATION we have of an appeal under 


-the County Courts Equitable Jurisdiction Act comes in 


the shape of an application made last term to Vices 
Chancellor Kindersley, to know in what manner and 
form appeals were td be ptesented. His Honour, referring 
to the 19th of the iew rules (which our readers will 
find set out at length in 9 Sol. Jour. 1045), declined to 
do anything until 4 éase stated was brought before him, 
The main questions which then came before the Vice- 
Chancellor were whether the evidence should be taken 
vivd voce, as in the county court, or by affidavits, as in 
the Court of Chancery, or whether any fresh evidence 
could be taken at all, and if not, in what manner the 
evidence taken in the court below was to be brought under 
his Honour’s notice; and these questions he declined to 
enter upon. This being the first appeal of the kind, the 
parties are, of course, anxious, before entering upon 
such unknown ground, to estimate the probable costs. 
The personal attendance of witnesses would be more ex- 
pensive than taking their evidence by affidavit, and there 
being no record of the evidence, it appears almost 
indispensible that if any evidence can now be gone 
into at all the witnesses should come before the Court. 
Much, however, will depend upon the form in which 
the case required by the 19th order is shaped; for if it 
is simply a statement of the case set up by the original 
plaint in equity, the whole ground which has already 
been gone over by the county court judge must be tra- 
velled again by the appeal court; but if, as we imagine, 
the case is intended to contain, not the case set up by 
the plaint, but the case established by the evidence, there 
will be no necessity to do more than have it argued on 
its merits. For the parties to agree on a case, unless 
they can have the written evidence before them, appears 
to be next to impossible, but if they do agree the judge 
may be able to decide on the case alone; if they should 
not agree, however, we presume that the duty of deter- 
mining the effect of the evidence will fall on the county 
court judge. Some advantage might have heen gained 
if his Honour had given his opinion on what is requisite 
for the proper statement of the case, but probably he 
thought it more.advisable to leave it to the judge of. the 
county court whose decision is to be appealed from, to 
state, in the form of a special verdict, so much of the 
facts established as he considered material. Such is the 
present practice in common law appeals from the county 
courts, and, inappropriate as it is, the judges seem in- 
clined to adopt the common law procedure for their new 
jurisdiction. 
23 
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DISPUTES between masters and operatives, as workmen 
are now called, manifesting themselves in numerousstrikes, 
call at times for the serious attention of the Legislature. 
On the one hand we see the master a great employer of 
labour, anxious to make the most of his capital and not 
always regarding the claims of those by whose strong 
arms his profits are increased, on the other hand the 
operatives with their trade unions, combining to raise 
the price of labour, without regard to the profits to be 
derived from a business dependent on many external 
influences, and often subject to daily fluctuations. The 
conflicting rights of these antagonistic interests, cannot, 
it is true, be decided by special legislation for each case, 
nor indeed for each of the different trades, but much may 
be effected by that species of arbitration Lord St. 
Leonards advocated when he introduced his bill to es- 
tablish councils of conciliation. If on the occasion of a 
trade dispute, such as a strike among builders, or iron 
puddlers, or coal miners, both masters and men could be 
compelled to refer their grievances for arbitration to an 
indifferent tribunal, no strike would be of long duration, 
and those disgraceful scenes of riot and disorder now so 
often occurring in the manufacturing districts would be 
avoided. But, how is this to bedone? How are we to 
make the master believe it will be to his interest to sub- 
mit to a rule which will practically bring his capital 
under the control of his workmen, and by what means 
are we to make the workman so moderate, as to be con- 
tent with the decision of the tribunal to which he has 
committed his case. Not having as ‘yet seen Lord St. 
Leonards’ bill, we cannot form an opinion on its details, 
but we think he does wisely in obtaining the opinion of 
those concerned before engaging in what may after all 
prove to be useless legislation. We have said that the 
interests of masters and operatives are antagonistic to 
each other, but we are by no means prepared to allow 
that such antagonism must of necessity continue to exist 
in all cases; on the contrary, we know of one instance 
in which a proposition has been made to give operatives 
such an interest in the profits of their work as must 
unite them to their employers by very strong ties. 

Mr. T. Hughes, M.P. for Lambeth, whose earnestness 
in advancing the truest interests of the “working man” 
is well known, as a shareholder in a concern called 
Greenhill & Co, (Limited), which employs a large number 
of work-people, has penned: an address to those work- 
people, embodying the following resolutions, passed at a 
recent meeting of the board of directors:— 


That, in order to stimulate the zeal, fidelity, and good- 
will of the clerks, foremen, and work-people employed by 
this company, and with a view of enabling them to acquire 
a substantial interest in the prosperity of the firm, the 
directors undertake to recommend and support, at the first 
ordinary meeting of shareholders, the adoption of the fol- 
’ lowing special arrangements :— 

1st. Whenever the nett profits in any one half-year exceed 
seven and a-half percent. upon the gross paid up capital of the 
company, then for every additonal two and a-half per cent. 
dividend or bonus paid to the shareholders upon their capital, 
a dividend or bonus of two and a-half per cent. shall be paid 
to every person employed by the company upon the aniount 
of wages earned by him or her in the same half-year : pro- 
vided always that such participation in profits shall not 
give to any of the work-people (not .being shareholders) 
any right to interfere in any way in the management of the 
company’s business: nor shall it render them liable to any 
debts or responsibilities incurred by the company. 

2nd. That shares of the company at par value be issued 
from time to time to the work-people, and (that they be 
foe page to pay calls upon same, either out of a common 

nd to be subscribed by them, or out of dividends and 
bonuses accruing to them. 

8rd. That these resolutions be printed and circulated 
amongst the work-people, with a cordial appeal to them 
to co-operate in promoting the welfare of the establish- 
ment of which they form a part. ' 


Want of space precludes our copying Mr. Hughes’s 
address, and it would scarcely be considered to come 





within the province of a legal publication, but we may 
say it is in trutha “cordial appeal.” 

Jealousy of the extraordinary profits made by masters 
is, in most cases, the great cause of strikes, and such an 
arrangement as that proposed by Greenhill & Co. 
would go far to remove this pretext, besides giving a 
motive for co-operation between masters and men, calcu- 
lated to redound to the benefit of both. The example of 
Greenhill & Co. cannot be too widely known, and the 
more it is imitated the less cause will there be for legis- 
lation on the much vexed subject of strikes, 

The Act passed last session to amend the law of 
partnership is here usefully brought in aid of a very 
beneficial arrangement; beneficial, because when labour 
is lying idle as on the occasion of a strike, a loss accrues, 
not only to the parties concerned, but to the wealth of the 


country. 


THE VACANCY in the office of law adviser to the Irish 
Government has been filled by the appointment thereto 
of Denis Caulfield Heron, Esq., Q.C. Mr. Heron’s pro- 
motion is distinguished by one feature which is, un- 
happily, rare in the exercise of patronage in the legal 
profession in Ireland—it is the reward of professional, 
not of political exertions. In 1845 Mr. Heron commenced 
a distinguished academic career by obtaining a scholar- 
ship in Trinity College, to the enjoyment of the advan- 
tages of which, as a Roman Catholic, he could not be 
admitted. He appealed to the Visitors of the College, in 
order to settle the question; and, though the law was 
too strong for him, and the Visitors found themselves 
unable to make an exception in his favour, there can be 
no doubt that his case had much to do with the 
subsequent creation of non-foundation scholarships, to 
which Roman Catholics are eligible. Called to the 
bar in 1848, and within the bar in 1860, Mr. Heron has 
hitherto held an independent position, devoting himself 
to his profession, in which he has attained great success, 
both as a practitioner and as some-time Professor in the 
Queen’s College, Galway, and author of a learned “ History 
of Jurisprudence.” 








WE HAVE to announce the continued illness of Lord 
Chief Justice Cockburn. It was announced last week 
that his Lordship had been unable to sit at the Norwich 
Assizes in consequence of illness. His place was taken 
by Mr. Baron Martin, Mr. Serjeant Tozer trying the 
prisoners. It is hoped, however, that he will have quite 
recovered before next term. 





WE HAVE TO RECORD the death of the Right Rev. Dr. 
Henry Griffin, Bishop of Limerick, Ardfert, and Aghadoe, 
which occurred on Thursday afternoon in Dublin. Dr. 
Griffin was the son of the late Mr. John Griffin, deputy- 
registrar of deeds in Ireland, and was born at Wexford 
in 1786. He was afterwards scholar and fellow of 
Trinity College, Dublin, where he formed a life-long 
friendship with the Right Hon. Abraham Brewster, Q.C., 
to whose influence, as Attorney-General under Lord Aber- 
deen’s ministry, the deceased prelate mainly owed his 
promotion. His eldest surviving son, Edward Lysaght 
Griffin, Esq., vicar-general of the diocese of Limerick, a 
member of the Irish bar, was present with him at his 
death. 





Ir IS OUR PAINFUL DUTY to announce the death of 
Mr. Charles Henry Cooper, town-clerk of Cambridge, who 
expired at his residence, Jesus-lane, on Wednesday, the 
28th ult., after a tedious illness. 





MORMON MARRIAGES. 

A decision, which will put out of the cognisance of 
the Divorce and Matrimonial Causes Court the modes in 
which a large, nay, the greater part of mankind, form 
the relation by which it has been ordained that they 
shall increase and multiply, is a very serious business, and 
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ought to rest on very sure grounds. Contracts, wherever 
made, being neither immoral nor improper in character, 
are, as a rule, enforceable in the courts of law and equity 
in this country and the courts of all civilised countries, 
if only there be sufficient testimony of the assent of the 
parties, the manner in which, according to the sanction 
in the particular country, that assent is given, and the 
contract entered into, is immaterial. More than this, the 
remedy given in the country where it is sought is not 
even limited by the nature of the remedy which might 
have been had in the place of the.contract, and which, 
therefore, may be presumed to have been in contempla- 
tion of the contracting parties. For instance, the Court 
of Chancery would grant an injunction against breach of 
a foreign contract, although injunction might not have 
been attainable under the lew loci contractis. The court 
where relief is asked does not inquire what is the kind of 
relief which would be granted according to the law of 
the country where the contract was made, but what con- 
stitutes a contract according to that law. Ought mar- 
riage, then, which, in the mind of a jurist, we take to 
mean @ contract, where two people enter, according to 
the local law, into a recognised connection for the pro- 
creation of children, to be regarded, so far as the local 
law is free from immorality, in a different light by the 
Court to the jurisdiction of which the sexual relation of 
men and women has been peculiary subjected ? 

The facts of the case which have given rise to these 
remarks (Hyde v. Hyde, 14 W. R. 517) are, that 
two Mormons were married at Utah, according to 
the law of the place; the husband abandoned the 
Mormon profession, and quitted Utah; the wife re- 
mained, was divorced from him according to the law of 
the Mormons, and took another husband. On the ground 
of this second marriage, alleged in the petition to be 
adultery, the husband petitioned the Matrimonial Court 
of this country for a divorce. The judge held that the 
union of the petitioner with his wife was not a marriage 
within the meaning of the Act of Parliament erecting 
the Court. “Marriage,” he said, “as understood in 
Christendom, was the voluntary union for life of one man 
and one woman, to the exclusion of all others.” Where men 
took to themselves several women, the status of the woman 
was not that of wife. There were laws in those coun- 
tries adapted to that state of things, and the woman 
might be called by some term equivalent to wife, but she 
was nota wife. The matrimonial law of this country 
was adapted to the Christian marriage only, and was 
wholly inapplicable to polygamy. That law presupposed 
a particular class of rights and obligations which the 
contract of marriage Lad, by the common understanding 
of the parties, created; and these rights and obligations 
were not acquired or incurred by a polygamous union. 
If the remedies given by the Court for conjugal offences 
were applied to such unions, the Court would be creating 
conjugal duties and enforcing them, and furnishing 
remedies when there was no offence. It would be un- 
just and absurd to visit a man, who among a polygamous 
community had married two women, with divorce from 
the first. We had, in England, no law framed on the 
basis of polygamy, or adjusted to its requirements; such 
@ law, would not be becoming. The Court could not 
treat even the first of a series of polygamous marriages 
as a good Christian marriage, and the others as void. 
Again, according to the law of the Court, a first wife 
might obtain a divorce on the ground of adultery with 
bigamy, and the second wife might claim that the second 
ceremony was void on account of the existing first wife. 
How could that be applied to a relationship where the 
possibility of a second wife being taken was of the 
essence of the contract? Was the Court justified in thus 
departing from the contract made by the parties them- 
nelves ? 

This, we need scarcely say, is only an outline of 
the judge’s reasoning, and we are bound to say that,» 
though not without reluctance, we are compelled to 
accept it as satisfactory. 





Before we proceed to examine this case it will be well to 
give a short account of the case of Warrender v. Warrender, 
2 Cl. & Fin. 529, which was cited in, and to a great ex- 
tent relied upon, in the argument and judgment of Hyde 
v. Hyde. Sir George Warrender, a Scotchman, domiciled 
in Scotland, was married in England to the Hon. Anne 
Boscawen, an Englishwoman. They went to Scotland 
for a short time and returned to England, where they 
afterwards agreed to a separation, and the wife went 
abroad. The husband, continuing to be domiciled in 
Scotland, raised an action for divorce against her, on the 
head of adultery, alleged to have been committed after 
the separation. It was held by the House of Lords that 
the wife’s legal domicile was in Scotland, where the 
husband’s was, and that she was amenable to the 
jurisdiction of the Scotch Court, and that it was 
competent to the Scotch Court to entertain a suit 
to dissolve a marriage contracted in England. The 
object of Lord. Brougham’s argument, in bringing the 
lords to this decision, was to show that, although the 
English marriage was indissoluble according to the law of 
England, its indissoluble character was not of the essence 
of the contract, but touched only the remedy on the con- 
tract, and therefore that the Scotch dissolution, according 
to Scotch law, might hold good without infringing the 
principle that the contract was to. be governed by the 
lew loci contractis, Lord Brougham argued that the 
acceptance of this principle was common to all systems of 
jurisprudence. A marriage good by the laws of one 
country was held good in all others where the question 
of its validity might arise. But the rule extended no 
further than tothe ascertaining of the validity of the 
contract and the meaning of the parties, that is, the ex- 
istence of the contract and its construction. If, indeed, 
there went two things under one and the same name in 
different countries, if that which was called marriage 
was of a different nature in each, there might be some 
room for holding that we were to consider the thing to 
which the parties had bound themselves according to 
its legal acceptance in the country where the obligation 
was contracted. But marriage was one and the same 
thing substantially all the Christian world over. Our 
whole law of marriage assumed that; and it was 
important to observe that we regarded it asa wholly 
different thing, a different status from Turkish or 
other marriages among infidel nations, because we 
clearly never should recognise the plurality of wives, 
and consequent validity of second marriages, standing 
the first. That could not be put on any rational 
ground, except our holding the infidel marriage to be 
something different from the Christian, and our also 
holding Christian marriage to be the same everywhere. 
Therefore, all that the courts of one country had to 
determine was, whether or not the thing called mar- 
riage—that known relation of persons—that relation 
which those courts were acquainted with and knew how 
to deal with—-had been validly contracted in the other 
country where the parties professed to bind themselves. 
If the question was answered in the affirmative, a 
marriage had been had—the relation had been constituted 
—and those Courts would deal with the rights of the par- 
ties under it according to the principles of the municipal 
law which they administered. Lord Brougham then pro- 
ceeded to deal with the proposition that not only the 
existence of the contract, but also its essence, must be 
judged of according to the law of the place of the con- 
tract, and to show that dissolubility or indissolubility was 
not of the essence, any more than, as regards an English 
marriage, other mutual personal rights and duties which 
the English law recognised and enforced in virtue of the 
contract. Indeed, if we were to regard the nature of the 
contract in that respect as defined by the law of the place 
of the contract, it was difficult to see why we might not 
import from Turkey into England a marriage of such a 
nature as that it was capable of being followed by, and 
subsisting with, another; polygamy being there of the 
essence of the contract. The fallacy of the proposition 
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‘was that it confounded incidents with essence. It made 
the rights under a contract parcel of the contract; it 
made the mode in which judicatures dealt with those 
rights, and with the contract itself, part of the contract, 
instead of leaving the rights and wrongs under the 
contract to be dealt with by the courts of the country 
where the parties resided, and where the contract 
was to be carried into execution. If a marriage, in- 
dissoluble by the law of the place of the contract, was to 
be held indissoluble everywhere, so a marriage dissoluble 
by such law must be held dissoluble everywhere. It 
would follow that if, for instance, a marriage had been 
solemnised in Prussia, either party might obtain a divorce 
on the ground of incompatibility of temper; andif it had 
been solemnised in France during the earlier period of 
the Revolution, the mere consent of the parties ought to 
suffice for dissolving it here. Such a consequence would 
follow from the doctrine of confounding with the nature 
of the contract that which was only a matter touching 
the jurisdiction of the courts, and their power of dealing 
with the rights and duties of the parties to it. 

The only part of this argument of Lord Brougham, 
which appears to us to touch the case of Hyde v. Hyde, 
is the mere obiter dictum in which he speaks of Turkish 
marriages as something essentially different from, though 
idem sonans with, Christian marriage, as recognised, not 
merely in this country, but throughout the whole 
Christian world. 

The fact is, that the question brought before the 
Court in Hyde v. Hyde was not, in reality, a question of 
contract at all, but of status. The respondent had not, 
in fact, in any manner broken the contract into which 
she had entered, nor had the petitioner acquired, by the 
lex loci contractts, any right to sue. True, had there 
been a breach of the contract, the remedy would have 
depended on the lex fori, but in the absence of any such 
breach, there was no right of action whatever, and, 
therefore, nothing whereon to found jurisdiction. It 
did not matter that the object of the suit was to rescind, 
not to enforce the contract; in either case the right of 
the plaintiff must equally be founded on some breach by 
the defendant. 

Nor, as it seems to us, was the suit maintainable on 
the ground that the rights and duties springing from the 
contract are not of the essence of the contract, but de- 
pend on the jurisdiction of the country where the parties 
happen to be residing, and the contract is to be carried 
into execution; so that, even although in the foreign 
country a marriage were dissoluble at pleasure, yet, if 
there is a marriage, the English courts would deal with 
it, regardless of that incident of dissolubility in the 
foreign country. Suppose this petitioner had married a 
second wife in this country, without any previous dis- 
solution of his Mormon marriage, either here or in Utah, 
would he have been subject to indictment for bigamy? 
Clearly not. But the main object of the Divorce Act 
was to enable husbands, under certain circumstances, to 
marry again without becoming obnoxious to the criminal 
law. Cessante ratione cessat ipsa lex. If Mr. Hyde 
could do without the Court what the Court was esta- 
blished to enable him to do, it is at least a strong argu- 
ment for the conclusion that the Act was not meant to 
apply to his case. 

In Warrender vy. Warrender, Lord Brougham, in speak- 
ing of polygamous marriages, remarks that if we were to 
regard the nature of the contract in regard to its dis- 
solubility or indissolubility, or its mutual personal 
rights and duties, as defined by the law of the place 
of the contract, we must import from Turkey into 
England a marriage of such a nature that it is 
capable of being followed by a polygamous marriage, 
In other words, we should be obliged so to construe the 
Turkish contract as to recognise the right of the second 
wife. It is clear then that Lord Brougham admits that 
a Turkish marriage does constitute a contract; the ques- 
tion is, in what shape is that contract to be deemed to 
be imported, with polygamy as of ite essence, or merely 





as a matter of right flowing from it, on which the 
English courts are competent to adjudicate, in execution 
of the contract, when the parties are residing here, or 
the Court acquires jurisdiction in the matter. But it is 
one thing to say that a valid and enforceable contract 
has been entered into, and another and different thing 
to maintain that a status has been acquired which was 
certainly not in the contemplation of either of the 
parties at the time of the contract; and, moreover, would 
not exist according to the lex loci contractés. The 
English law will not, indeed, enforce the later Turkish or 
Mormon marriages specifically, on grounds of public 
policy, but it will, we think, supply for them the same 
remedies which the law affords for ordinary cases of con- 
tract. But the jurisdiction of the Matrimonial Court is 
not a jurisdiction founded on contract at all, and has but: 
incidentally to deal with considerations of contract; it is- 
a court for the declaration of status, and all that it could 
declare in the present case was that the status, which 
alone it could recognise, never had existed, and, therefore, 
could not be abrogated. 

The only part of the constitution of the Court which 
bears any analogy to the English law of contract is the: 
power of decreeing damages against a co-respondent. If,. 
in a proper case, a Turkish husband were to seek for’ 
such damages at the hands of the Court,‘ very nice’ 
question would arise upon the point whether, as sug- 
gested by Lord Brougham in Warrender v. Warrender, 
we could recognize the marriage as corferring any en- 
forceable rights whatever, because, as his Lordship re- 
marks, we never should recognise the plurality of wives, 
and the consequent validity of second mattiages. We 
should not, that is, carry the principle of thé lea loci so 
far as to recognise the second wife. He does not say’ 
that we should not recognise the first wife, but it is: 
hard to see any ground for saying that the contract: 
differed in any respect in her case and that of the other. 
Lord Brougham shows that this cannot be put on any 
rational ground except our holding an infidel marriage to’ 
be something different from a Christian. Otherwise, we 
should, he means, recognise the second marriage in ac-: 
cordance with the lew loci. All, he continues, that the 
Courts of our country have to determine is whether “the 
thing called marriage, that known relation of persons,” 
has been validly contracted in the other country. In the 
case of Christian marriages, marriage is the same all the 
world over, and nothing but the existenee of the contract 
and its construction would be ascertained; but there are 
two things, Christian and infidel marriages, and we are to’ 
consider the thing to which the parties have bound them- 
selves according to its legal acceptance in the country 
“ where the obligation wascontracted.” Hence it follows 
that “the thing called marriage,” within the meaning of 
the Divorce Act, does not exist in the greater portion of 
the world. Startling as the proposition sounds, it is, we 
think, true. A definite relation does, indeed, exist be- 
tween men and women for the purpose of regulating the 
commerce between the sexes, but it is a relation which 
the action of the Divorce Court is powerless to enforce, 
and not n to dissolve. The contract is, theoreti- 
cally at least, enforceable, like any other contract, by 
action at law for its breach, but no status has been thereby 
acquired on which the peculiar functions of this excep- 
tional Court can act, 





RAILWAY LEGISLATION. 
IL. 

On the 26th of May, 1865, a bill was introduced into 
Parliament by Mr. Milner Gibson and Mr. Hutt for con- 
solidating in one Act provisions frequently inserted in 
Acts relating to metropolitan and other railways, and al- 
though the bill was never passed into law, it may prove 
instructive if we here review its provisions, in order to” 
see what Parliament has refused to do in connection 
with railways. 

The large space of ground in London now covered 
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‘by railways, and the extra quantity which is yearly 
proposed to be taken, has caused such a revolution 
‘in the public mind that people no longer incline to 
:sit contented while a railway is being projected to cut 
‘up the streets, and to interfere for months with the 
traffic of London, and ultimately to take away from the 
-citizens some portion of their small and now valuable 
:space. The arbitrary doings of some of the companies 
seemed to call last session for strong preventive and 
regulating measures, and on this necessity the bill in 
question was framed. Very special regulations were pro- 
posed by the bill with respect to bridges for carrying 
a railway over a street, and for bridges carrying a road- 
way over a railway-cutting, prescribing not only the 
width of such bridges, but their height, and other 
general regulations for their construction. Then as 
regards the stoppage of street traffic, no portion of a 
street exceeding 500 yard’s run was to be broken up at 
one time. It will be remembered that at the time the 
Metropolitan Railway was building, the road, to a much 
greater extent than 500 yards at a time, was stopped 
for many months, to the great loss of individuals, and the 
stoppage of all traffic. Within six months after break- 
ing up a street the company by this bill was to be required 
to make it good, and to keep the street in repair for 
twelve months afterwards, and all this undera heavy 
penalty of £20 and £5 a-day for default. The whole 
scope of the bill tended to prevent inconvenience to the 
public, and it was proposed to put the supervision of 
the construction of railways in London into the hands 
of the Metropolitan Board of Works. 

One proposition as regards metropolitan railways is 
deserving of attention: it was that such railways should 
run cheap morning and evening trains for artisans at a 
certain specified rate; and, by way of balancing matters, 
the company were only to be liable to the extent of £100 
for compensation for injury to such passengers. 

As regards railways in general, the chief provisions 
proposed provided for arbitration in the case of concur- 
rent powers of purchasing of lands by two or more com- 
panies, and imposed heavy penalties for the failure to 
complete a railway. 

The same bill, with slight variations, has been intro- 
duced this session by Mr. Milner Gibson and Mr. Monsell, 
but there is great doubt whether it will not share the 
fate of its predecessor. The main feature, we observe, 
in the alterations is a provision that a company should 
give eight weeks notice “ before taking any house occu- 
pied either wholly or partially by persons belonging to 
the labouring classes as tenants or lodgers.” Ia discuss- 
ing this clause it would be desirable to define the classes 
referred to. 

Cheap morning and evening trains for artisans are 
now being run by the London Chatham and Dover Railway 
as a speculation, we believe, or at any rate without legis- 
lative compulsion; and this provision is supposed to 
replace to this class of the community in the country the 
dwellings taken from them in the town. Again, this 
session, Parliament has refused to legislate especially for 
these poor people. 

The deliberate refusal of the Government to bring in 
a bill to prevent the over issue of bonds by railway com- 
panies, serves to indicate the power railway companies 
have in Parliament, and the reasonableness of the ex- 
pectation generally entertained that there is a ma- 
jority in the House able and desirous to reject such a 
bill. 

From a parliament containing a large admixture of 
gentlemen more or less connected with railways, it would 
be folly to expect much voluntary legislation; it has a 
direct interest in keeping up the present abuses in rail- 
way management, and in preventing the changes which 
would have the effect of affording to the public the full 
benefit of railway communication originally centemplated ; 
for, notwithstanding the remarks of our able contem- 
porary, the Saturday Review, we assert that the mis- 
management of railways by directors is notorious, 





It is only by pressure from without that any real good 
can be effected, 

Railway management, as it at present exists, has 
proved a failure, not only as regards the public, but also 
as regards the interests of the shareholders. Instead of 
obtaining ten per cent. interest for their investment, the 
return for the last twenty years has averaged little more 
than three per cent.; and when we regard the amount of 
traffic on which this ten per cent. was estimated, what 
ought the profit to be on the enormous increase which 
the last twenty years have seen? The fact is that rail- 
way directors have, with a blindness to their own interests 
perfectly suicidal, looked more to high fares for realizing 
a large dividend for their shareholders than to the 
interests of the public; their preference of their share- 
holders to the public was not, indeed, surprising, nor 
would it have been in any manner objectionable had they 
gone the right way to work; but a low tariff of fares 
would have drawn traffic to their lines; whereas they have 
in many cascs charged the highest possible fares, thus 
preventing any persons travelling upon whom it is not 
compulsory. 

The proposition now before the public is whether the 
Act of 1844 shall be brought into operation—that is, 
whether the Government shall purchase about five-sixths 
of the railways now existing; and when we say this 
we must not be supposed to infer that such a pro- 
posal is before Parliament:—far from it. The commis- 
sion appointed last session to inquire into the econo- 
mical questions connected with our railway system having 
made no report, its labours are wholly abortive as regards 
the public. The gross mismanagement of railways, 
which is aggravated by all fares and charges being placed 
ata maximum, while the return for those payments 
is of the most meagre description, has excited indigna- 
tion against a set of monopolists, who, having got all 
the carrying trade of the country in their own hands, 
deal with it very much after the example of the fabled 
idiot who killed the goose for the sake of her golden 
eggs. The question has been asked over and over again 
how are individuals to obtain a remedy against a power- 
ful company who takes their money and then only per- 
forms part of the contract. The press teems with 
suggestions calculated by their authors to amend many 
of the minor evils, such as unpunctuality, but we have 
as yet been unable to discover that any permanent 
effect has been made altering for the better the man- 
agement of railways. 

It is through Parliament, and not through the com- 
panies, that the public must expect the redress it is 
entitled to; and although, like all heavy bodies, our 
Legislature moves slowly, and it may be many years 
before a House is got together which does not contain 
a large proportion of railway directors and railway share- 
holders, yet, as we have nothing to hope from the com- 
panies themselves, we may eventually hope to see a Par- 
liament ready and willing to legislate in such a direc- 
tion as shall coerce railway companies into consulting 
the greater convenience of the public, or by putting the 
Act of 1844 into operation, bring them under the super- 
vision and management of a public department of the 
Goverment. 

Whether this latter course is advisable or not opinions 
differ widely, but we have examples before us showing 
how such a holding of railways by the Government of 
a country has tended to profit. In Belgium all the rail- 
ways are in the hands of the State, which derives from 
them a large revenue. In that country the fares are ex- 
tremely low, the travelling comfortable, and accidents 
rare and seldom fatal. In France a period of eighty- 
five years elapses before the railways revert to the 
Government, and although not under State manage- 
ment, they are much more strictly overlooked than 
here, and their fares are lower and their lines more 
comfortable than ours. On the other hand we have 
the following from the South Australian Register, which 
shows that the same rule does not hold good every- 
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where:—“The Government of South Australia are en- 
deavouring to get the railways off their hands. The 
general opinion is that the public would be better and 
more cheaply served if railroads were managed by pri- 
vate parties,” 

Fears seem to be entertained in England that the 
public would be no better served by a Government rail- 
way, and that the process objected to would put a very 
large amount of patronage into the hands of the chief 
men of the state. Mr. Galt asserts that this need not be 
the case, but proposes to carry on the railways as Govern- 
ment concerns, but by means of the present working 
staff. But even under such an arrangement the patron- 
age must be left in the hands of some head, who is 
amenable to Government influences. Jealousy, therefore, 
of those at the head of affairs will have a strong influ- 
ence in preventing the provisions of the Act of 1844 
being adopted. One question, then, is worthy of con- 
sideration—seeing that the railway companies, as com- 
mercial concerns, are not influenced by public opinion 
nor by their own interests to reform their management, 
will the Government of the country, or a government 
railway department, be less inert when it only superin- 
tends a Government monopoly, not expected to prove a 
source of revenue, and has no shareholders to whom to 
render an account ? 








LEGAL NOTES FOR THE WEEK. 


(The notes of cases under this heading are supplied by the gentlemen 
who report for the Weekly Reporter in the,several courts. } 


LORD CHANCELLOR. 
March 24, 


PICKERING v. CAPE Town Rartway Company.—The Lord 
Chancellor in this case had discharged an order made by Vice- 
Chancellor Wood, restraining the defendants from proceeding 
before an arbitrator (1 L. R. Eq. 89). The plaintiff now 
moved that the proceedings before the arbitrator might be 
stayed, pending an appeal to the House of Lords from the order 
of the Lord Chancellor. 

Rolt, Q.C., and L. Webb, in support of the motion. 

Sir H. Cairns, Q.C., G. M. Giffard, Q.C., and Bedwell, for 
the defendants, were not heard. 

The Lorp CHANCELLOR refused the motion, with costs, 
saying that this would amount to a reversal of his former order. 
There was no risk of inconceivable injury, but the case where 
money might be lost if the order was not suspended. 

Solicitors, Meyrick, Gedge, § Loaden. 











LORDS JUSTICES—March 12. LORD CHANCELLOR 
—March 24, 
PENEFATHER v. SHORT.* 
Practice—Enrolment of Irish decree—Attachment. 
This was an application for an order to inroll an order 
of the Court of Chancery in Ireland in the above cause, 


by which it was directed that the defendant should pay. 


to the plaintiff the sum of £2,372 14s. 4d. on or before 
a day therein named and now past; and for leave to issue 
a writ of attachment against the defendant out of this 
court. 

It appeared that process of attachment had issued in 
Ireland on the expiration of the time limited by the order, 
but the defendant had evaded it by coming to England. 
The plaintiff now produced an exemplification of the 
order of the Irish Court, and an affidavit which had been 
filed in Ireland, that the money was still unpaid. 

Prendergast now applied, under the provisions of the 
41 Geo, 3, c. 90, 8. 6, for an order to inroll in this court a 
decree of the Court of Chancery in Ireland. The Act 
empowers such inrolment to be ordered by the “Lord 
Chancellor, Lord Keeper, or Lords Commissioners of the 
Great Seal for the time being.” He referred to the 
cases cited in Seton on Decrees, 3rd ed. 1148: O’ Grady 
v. Waldron, V. C. EB. 1846; Palmer vy. vans, L. C. 1851; 
and he asked their Lordships to issue a writ of attach- 
ment at once, 


* Reported by A, E. Miller, Keq. , 








The Lorps Justices were of opinion that the order 
on the present application must be confined to inrolling 
the order of the Irish Court. The petitioner might then 
make such application to one of the Vice-Chancellors, or 
the Master of the Rolls, as he might be advised. 

On this order being brought to the Lord Chancellor's 
secretary for the inrollment ordered, that functionary 
doubted whether, under the words of the Act, as given 
above, their Lordships had any authority to make it, and 
he required the matter to be mentioned to the Lord Chan- 
cellor. 

Prendergast, therefore, now (March 24) applied to the 
Lord Chancellor. As it was intended to issue an attach- 
ment they were obliged to be quite sure. 

His Lordship made the order, at the same time observ- 
ing that he only did so ew abundanti cauteld, as he 
thought the Lords Justices’ Act gave them all the juris- 
diction of the Lord Chancellor. 

Solicitors, Winter, Williams, 5 Co. 





VICE-CHANCELLOR KINDERSLEY. 
March 8, 19. 

Mason v. THE METROPOLITAN District Rartway Com- 
pany.—Baily, Q.C., and Beales, moved for an injunction to 
restrain the defendants from assessing the value of certain pro- 
perty in Victoria-street, Pimlico, of which the plaintiff claimed 
to be the owner, and for which he claimed £35,000 compensation. 
The ground of the motion was that there had been an agree- 
ment to refer the question to an arbitration. 

Glasse, Q.C., and Speed, for the company. 

After some discussion, 

KInDERSLEY, V.C., sanctioned an arrangement, whereby the 
motion stood over until the hearing on an undertaking by the 
company. 

Solicitors, Baxter, Rose, § Norton ; Walker. 


VICE-CHANCELLOR WOOD. 
March 7. 
SHARP v. WRIGHT. 
Receiver— Copies of accounts. 

In this case a solicitor, who acted both for the plain- 
tiff in the suit and for a receiver appointed by the Court, 
claimed to be allowed two copies of the accounts, The 
application was adjourned into court. 

Jessel, Q.C., and Smart, contended that though the 
rule was that where the same solicitor appears for plain- 
tiff and defendant only one copy of documents is taken, 
this practice had not been followed in the case of a 
receiver, and that as the plaintiff might change his 
solicitor, it was important that he should have a separate 
copy of the receiver’s accounts, 

Swanston, who opposed, was not called on, and 

His Lordship directed that only one copy should be 
allowed. 

Solicitors, W. J HW. P. Sharp; Graham § Iyde. 


March 24. 
Ex PARTE RECTOR OF TWYFORD. 
Benefice without cure of souls—Right to sell to the Eecle- 
siastical Commissioners. 

W. W. Karslake appeared in support. of a petition 
asking that a sum of Consols standing to the credit of the 
Rector of Twyford, part of a sum which had resulted from 
money paid into court to the same account by the Buck- 
inghamshire Railway Company, which had taken part of 
the rectory lands, might be transferred to the Ecclesias- 
tical Commissioners’ account. ‘The rectory of Twyford 
was a benefice without cure of souls, appropriated to the 
rector for the time being of Lincoln College. The Com- 
missioners, acting under the powers given them by the 
Acts of 3 & 4 Vict. c, 113, and 28 & 24 Vict. ¢, 124, had 
agreed to grant an annuity of £42 in arfymentation of 
the income of the perpetual curate of Twyford, on having 
the sum of £1,429 15s. 9d. Consols transferred to their 
account, 

Section 69 of the Act of 3 & 4 Vict. o, 118, authorised 
arrangements to be made for colleges to sell the ad- 
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leges, and invest the proceeds under the authority therein 
mentioned. 

By section 7 of the 23 & 24 Vict. c. 124, this last pro- 
vision was extended to the case of impropriate rectories 
annexed to colleges. By section 10 the authority men- 
tioned in the Act of 3 & 4 Vict. c. 113, was declared to 
be that of the Ecclesiastical Commissioners, whose 
authority was to be evidenced under their common seal. 

Woop, V.C., who had expressed a doubt whether the 
order could be made, on being referred to sections 7 and 
10 of the last-mentioned Act, made the order, condition- 
ally on the Commissioners giving their consent by affix- 
ing their seal to a copy of the petition. 

Solicitor, Philpot. 


WALLER v. PRIOLEAU.— Adjourned summons for production 
a. .—The bill was to establish u claim against the 

endants, who were the agents of the late Confederate Govern- 
ment of America. The defendants alleged that the funds re- 
mitted to them were sent to them as bankers merely, and not as 
trustees. 

oe for the plaintiff. 

M. James, Q.C., for the defendants, was not called upon. 
Woon, V.C., refused the application with costs. 


Woops ». Sevan. —In this case .a receiver had been 
pointed to get in the outstanding estate of the testator under 
ti e *dretin of the judge in chambers. 
it, Q.C., and Berry, applied for leave for the receiver to 
wits mo ‘proceedings as he might be advised in order to realize 
some portions of the assets, in order to save the inconvenience of 
continuous applications in chambers. 

E. K. Karslake and W. W. Karslake, for the defendants, the 
executors, who were also debtors to the estate, resisted the 
application on the ground that it was not for the "benefit of the 
estate. 

Woop, V.C., made the required order, saying that it was not 
usual in chambers to consult debtors as to the management of 
the estate. Here the debtors had only been able to appear 
because they were also executors. The receiver should have 
leave to use the executor’s names. 

Solicitors, Cunliffe § Beaumont for the plaintiff; J. Eiliott 
Fox for the defendants. 











EQUITY. 


WILL—TENANCY IN COMMON—HETRS. 
Hemsley v. Wills, V.C. W., 14 W. R. 422. 

Whether the rule in De Beauvoir v. De Beauvoir, 
3 H. L. Cas. 524, is strictly analogous to the leading 
division of property into realty and personalty is now too 
late to inquire. That case, which was decided by the 
highest tribunal, establishes that the word heirs may have 
its strict meaning, even when applied to personalty. 
This rule may cause great diversity in the devolution of 
interests intended by the testator to go in analagous 
paths of descent in cases where he has used complicated 
limitations without being aware of the import of the 
technical terms employed byhim, For instance—suppose 
a will to bequeath £10,000 to A., B., C., and D., as tenants 
in common, but to direct that £5,000 of this sum should 
be settled on ©. & D. for their lives only, and at their 
death should devolve upon their respective lawful heirs; 
here the shares of A. and B. would go to their next of kin, 
while the shares of C. and D. would go to their heirs at 
law. Such a discrepancy in the ulterior devolution of 
the property could not, one would suppose, be intended 
by the testator, und yet it would follow from the random 
use of language here suggested. And this is the more 
anomalous as a precisely similar limitation of realty, to 
which it would be appropriate, would, under the rule in 
Shelley’s case, give C. and D. the fee, and thus operate 
nothing. 

In the principal case, I, by his will, gave to his 
daughters N. and 8. the intorest of £2,000 Consols, in 
equal shares, for their lives; by a codicil he directed 
that, after their deaths, the £2,000 should become the 
joint property of the lawful heirs of his four children in 
equal shares. Tho rule in De Beauvoir v. De Beauvoir 
was acted upon by Vice-Chancellor Wood in this case, 
but, as all the four children took only life interests, the 
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rule did not produce any of the anomalous results which 
may sometimes be the effect of its application. 

The codicil ran thus:—“ After the decease of my said 
daughters, Nancy or Sarah Mills, the property from which 
they are to receive, during their lives, the interest, shall be- 
come the joint property of the lawful heirs of ” my said 
four children. On the death of N. her life interest was 
claimed by S., as surviving joint-tenant under the will. 
This claim depended on the question whether “or” in 
the codicil should not be construed “and.” The primary 
gift to N. and S. would doubtless have amounted to a 
joint-tenancy, for in Moffatt v. Burnie, 2 W. R. 83, a 
gift to husband and wife, for their joint lives, was held 
to be for their joint lives and the life of the survivor; 
and in £mith v. Oakes, 14 Sim. 122, the phrase, “during 
their joint and natural lives,” was construed to mean 
during their joint lives and the life of the survivor. 
There was also much reason for contending that the 
£2,000 was to go over on a single event by the death 
of the surviving daughter. This contention appears 
strengthened by the consideration that the testator could 
hardly mean that the children of S. could take an imme- 
diate interest in any part of the fund while S. was 
living. : 

Notwithstanding these strong presumptions in favour 
of S. taking the whole interest in the £2,000 for her life, 
the Vice-Chancellor held that the context did not warrant 
him in wresting “or” to mean “and.” The case is im- 
portant as showing a tendency on the part of the courts 
to follow the letter of a will in preference to that which 
may be probably presumed to have been the primary in- 
tention of the testator. This intention ought certainly, as 
a general rule, to be collected from the terms used by him 
rather than made to control those terms, in cases where 
their literal signification does not conflict with other pas- 
sages in the will; and this principle is now, after a long 
course of decision to the contrary, becoming more and 
more universally acknowledged as a general canon of 
construction. 








REAL PROPERTY LAW. 


MEASURE OF DAMAGES TO WHICH PURCHASER OF REAL 
EsTATE IS ENTITLED ON FAILURE OF VENDOR’S 
TITLE. 

Locke v. Furze, C. P., 138 W. R. 971; Ex.Ch., 14 W. R. 403. 


The fact that the title to landed property is evidenced 
mainly by written instruments, the legal interpretation of 
which often involves questions of nicety and perplexity, is 
a sufficient reason for approving the judicial policy, which 
established the important principle in the case of Flureax 
v. Thornhill, 2 W. Black. 1078, that a vendor of real 
property who (without fraud), fails to make out a title 
shall not be liable to the purchaser in damages for the 
loss of his bargain, This principle has held its ground 
to the present day, though an important modification of 
the rule has, not without symptoms of fluctuation in the 
course of decision, been admitted. The doctrine was 
accepted without challenge, in the cases referred to by 
Lord St. Leonard’s, and stated in the appendix to the 
Vendors and Purchasers— Pratt v. Ellis, p. 7, and Jones v. 
Dykes, p.9; and it seems also to have been assumed as the 
ground on which the damages were estimated in the case 
of Johnson v. Johnson, 3 Bos, and Pull. 182, where a 
purchaser who had taken possession, but had not taken 
a legal conveyance, recovered from the parties beneficially 
entitled to the purchase money the sums they had re- 
spectively received as the consideration for a messuage 
&e., from which the purchaser had been evicted by title 
paramount, 

However, in the case of Hophins v. Grazebrook, 6 B. & 
C. 31, it was held that the purchaser of an estate, who 
had resold in lots by auction, before he had obtained his 
own conveyance, and was unable to make a good title by 
the time appointed, by reason of his vendor never con- 
veying to him, was liable to the sub-purchaser, not only 
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for the expenses which the sub-purchaser had incurred, 
but aiso for damages for the loss of his bargain. Lord Ten- 
terden intimated that he was not prepared to admit, as a 
general proposition, that where a vendor could not make 
a good title, the purchaser should recover nothing more 
than nominal damages. His Lordship, however, con- 
sidered this case clearly distinguishable from Flureau v. 
Thornhill ; as there the vendor appeared to be the owner 
of the estate, and when the objection was made to the 
title, he offerred to convey such title as he had; here, the 
the defendant had put the estate up to auction before he 
got a conveyance, a step he ought not to have taken with- 
out ascertaining if he would be in a situation to offer 
some title; and having entered into a contract to sell 
without the power to confer even the shadow of a title, 
he must be responsible for the damage sustained by his 
breach of contract. 

In the subsequent case of Walker v. Moore, 10 B. & C. 
416, a purchaser of property prematurely sold a portion 
of it at a considerable profit after he had received the 
abstract of title from his own vendor, but before he had 
examined it with the original deeds, and, upon such 
examination subsequently had, the title was discovered 
to be defective, whereupon the sub-purchaser refused to 
complete, and the purchaser himself also rescinded his 
contract; it was held in an action by the original pur- 
chaser against his vendor that he could only recover the 
expenses incurred in the investigation of the title, and 
nominal damages for the breach of contract; but nothing 
for the profit he would have gained by the re-sale; nor for 
the expenses attending the re-sale; nor for the sums he 
was liable to pay the sub-contractors for their expenses 
in examining the title. Baily, J., said that the purchaser 
ought not to have acted on the faith of having the estate 
until the abstract had been examined with the deeds and 
found correct, after that had been done he thought he 
might have recovered the expense of any sub-contract 
entered into, and if there had been mala fides (but not 
otherwise), the profit to arise from a re-sale; and Parke, J., 
laid it down that a jury ought not, in the case of a 
vendor in possession, to give any other damages in conse- 
quence of a defect being found in the title, than those 
which were allowed in Flureau v. Thornhill. And, as 
there was no fraud in this case, negligence in preparing 
the abstract. was the only thing that could be imputed to 
the defendants; and the plaintiff, by exercising ordinary 
care, might have averted the loss that had arisen from 
that negligence. 

The principle which is thought to have been established 
by Hopkins v. Grazebrook was, however, fully recognized 
in the case of Robinson v. Harman, 1 Exch. 850, where 
it was held that a party who agrees to grant a good and 
valid lease, having full knowledge that he has no title, 
is liable in damages for the loss of the purchaser’s 
bargain. On the other hand, in Pounsett v. Fuller, 17 
C. B. 660, it was held that asale of right of shooting by 
one who had only an equitable right thereto under a 
written agreement from the owner of the manor, but 
which the latter refused to confirm, did not render the 
vendor liable to his vendee for damages for the loss of 
the bargain, or for the expenses of an abortive attempt 
to obtain other shooting; and it was said by Williams, J., 
that ignorance of law (¢.g., that an incorporeal heredita- 
ment would only pass legally by deed) was not that sort 
of misconduct that brought the case within the rule of 
Hophins v. Grazebrook. 

The whole doctrine was again very elaborately re- 
viewed in the case of Sikes v. Wild, 1 B. & S. 587, when 
the Court of Queen’s Bench fully recognized the general 
doctrine of the case of Flureau v. Thornhill, and the ma- 
jority of the Court, consisting of Wightman and Blackburn, 
JJ., considered that the case then underconsideration was 
unaffected by the distinction established by Hophins v. 
Grazebrook, The Lord Chief Justice (Cockburn) disagreed. 
He seemed to consider that the defendant in Sikes v. 
Wild fell under that category of persons who would be 
obnoxious to the doctrine of Hopkins v. Grazebrook and 


Robinson y. Harman, being “a person who, not having 
an estate, takes upon himself to sell, in the expectation 
of acquiring the estate in time, and making out a title.” 
The majority of the Court, however, differed from the 
Chief Justice in their view of the facts, and decided the 
case without impugning the doctrine of Hopkins y. 
Grazebrook and Robinson v. Harman; but Blackburn, J., 
said, “Though the latter cases had been exoressly recog- 
nized as binding by the Court of Common Pleas in Poun- 
sett v. Fuller, that Court considered the general rule ap- 
plicable under such circumstances as leaves it very 
difficult to say to what cases (if any) the exception sup- 
posed to be established by Hopkins v. Grazebrook still 
applies. 

"The principal case has again brought the doctrine of 
these cases under discussion. The general rule established 
by Flureau v. Thornhill, and the distinction engrafted 
thereon by Hopkins v. Grazebrook, were assumed by the 
Courts of Common Pleas and Exchequer Chamber as both 
remaining unimpeached. The facts were that a testator 
had made a reversionary lease to begin at the expiration 
of a current term to the tenant of the same term, and 
had covenanted for quiet enjoyment during the term. It 
turned out that the lessor had previously placed the pro- 
perty in settlement, under which he took only a life 
estate, with a power of leasing in possession, ard as the 
testator died before the time for the commencement of 
the reversionary term, it was, of course, not binding on 
those entitled in remainder under the settlement, who 
refused to confirm the lease. The lessee thereupon 
brought an action against the representatives of his lessor 
upon the covenant for quiet enjoyment, and claimed not 
only a return of the premium paid by him and the ex- 
pense of the lease, but also compensation for the loss he 
had sustained by reason of having to pay to the persons 
entitled under the settlement a greatly increased rent, 
beyond that reserved in the abortive lease, on his obtain- 
ing a renewal, No period of possession was ever enjoyed 
by the lessee under the reversionary lease, so that, in 
fact, it never became more than a mere interesse termini. 
On this ground, principally, the liability of the testator’s 
estate was denied, and it was contended that this circum- 
stance distinguished the case from that of Williams v, 
Burrell, 1 ©, B. 402, which established the right of a 
lessee, under a covenant for quiet enjoyment, to recover 
from his lessor damages for eviction from his term, on 
the footing of the actual value of the termto him. The 
Courts of Common Pleas and Exchequer Chamber, how- 
ever, held that the covenant for quiet enjoyment must be 
taken to operate the same in the case of an interesse ter- 
mini as in a term which had taken effect by entry and 
actual enjoyment of possession thereunder; and the plain- 
tiff was held entitled to recover, not only his premium, 
but damages for the loss of his beneficial lease, 

It was admitted that if the case could be treated 
as an executory contract, then the rule of Flureau y. 
Thornhill would apply, and the lessee could only recover 
back the premium and his expenses; but the Courts held 
that although this was only an interesse termini it must 
be considered as a contract executed, in which, being 
corroborated by express covenants, the lessor was bound 
to all the consequences of the obligation he had under- 
taken\by those covenants. This case is, itis believed, one 
of firet impression, as affirming the proposition that that 
species of contract called an interesse termini, although 
it may never have lost its inchoate character, and been 
ripened into an actual estate, is sufficient to furnish a 
support to which an ancillary and concomitant contract, 
such as a covenant for title, may be knit and superadded. 

Those covenants that run with the land have always 
been considered as requiring an actual estate for their 
support (Spencer’s case, 5 Rep. 17, and per Lord Ellen- 
borough, 1 B. & A. 607); and, though after much doubt, 
it has been held that estates actually created in incor- 
poreal hereditaments (being in fact tenements) will 
attract the rule as well as those in corporeal heredita- 
' ments (see Bally v. Wells, Wilmot’s notes, 341; Karl of 
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Limerick v. Keene, 2 Jones Ex. Ir. 307; Martyn v. 
Williams, 1 H. & N. 817); but the reasoning on which 


these decisions proceed has no bearing on a case like | 
a mere interesse termini, which never becomes other than | 
executory, and by no construction could be deemed’ a | 
“tenement,” and under which no present right to the | 


land or any profits out of it is vested, and therefore 
cannot be such an estate in the land as the covenantee 
ought to have in order that the assignee from him of 


the same estate may have advantage of covenants annexed , 


thereto: Webb v. Russell, 3 T. R. 393. 


Now an interesse termini has always been affirmed not | 
It would | 


to be an estate in the land: 2 Prest. Conv. 215. 
seem, therefore, that the covenant in Locke v. Furze 
could not have been assigned, though the interesse ter- 
mini itself clearly might (Co. Litt. 46b.); so that, if the 
lessee had assigned his right under the interesse termini, 
the right of action on the covenant would have been 
lost; for it should seem that, under such circumstances, 
the assignor could not sue: Beely v. Parry, 3 Lev. 154; 
Green v. James, 6 M. & W. 656. The case of Locke v. Furze 
isone deserving the attention of conveyancers; and it may, 
perhaps, appear not so easy to reconcile the decision with 


established principles, as the unanimity of the two courts | 


before which the subject has been brought, would seem to 
imply. 








REVIEWS. 


Legal Maxims ; with Observations and Cases. In two Parts. 
Part I.—-One Hundred Maxims, with Observations and 
Cases. Part II.—Kight Hundred Maxims, with Transla- 
tions. By GrorGE FREDERICK WHARTON, Attorney-at- 
Law. London: ‘‘ Law Times” Office. 1865. 

There is no better mode of forming a legal mind than by 
thoroughly understanding and committing to memory a good 


selection of legal maxims. Such a work, however, should not | 


be studied until the sudent has aequired a general knowledge 
of the elements from Blackstone, or some similar treatise, 
where the subject is treated of consecutively. The frag- 
mentary shape of dissertations on maxims, while it prevents 
them from imparting a knowledge of principles in the only 
way in which such 


less, does not incapacitate them from putting a fine edge on 
the student's perception, and, moreover, conveying much 
positive knowledge in’a form that is easily understood and 
remembered. The object of Mr. Wharton’s work, therefore, 
as stated by him in the preface, being ‘to encourage in 
law students a study of the first principles of the law,” is, in 
fact, beyond the reach of any collection of maxims, especially 
if, while its chief professed merit is simplicity of arrangement, 
the maxims are collated, as they are by Mr. Wharton, only 
in an alphabetical order. 

Lex non cogit ad impossibilia. If Mr. Wharton’s compila- 
tion is not ‘a Coke upon Littleton, it is not, therefore, devoid 


of its own merits. On the contrary, it contains a vast | 


amount of legal information, and, like a good law dictionary, 
will be of much use to any one who has got beyond the first 
elements of the subject. 

This manual contains 100 maxims, with tolerably copious 
notes, and very numerous references to cases, together with 
800 maxims with their translations. It is a very creditable 
production, and indicates much taste, as well as learning, on 
the part of the author. 
The Student's Blackstone. Commentaries on the Laws of 





England. In Four Books. By Sir Witt1am Brack- 
sToNE, Knight. Abridged and adapted to the present 
state of the law. By Roserr Maucotm Kerr, LL.D., | 


Barrister-at-Law. London: John Murray. 1865. 

We should be much embarrassed if we tried to select some 
points out of this concentrated galaxy of legal jems to 
which we might confine our necessarily limited commenda- 
tion. There really is nothing omitted from the original text 
which could cast the least light on any important principle 
or even rule of our legal system, in all its varieties of per- 
sonal and real rights, pleading, practice, and evidence. 
Having stated so much in behalf of this most excellent work, 
or rather abridgment of the law, we proceed to notice a very 
few defects on which we alighted in the course of an exten- 
sive perusal of this manual, 


nowledge could be of any use, viz., by , 
showing at the same time their mutual relations, neverthe- | 





| and corrupt perjury. 


Mr. Kerr is of opinon* that signing is necessary as well 
as sealing in cases under the Statute of Frauds. The general 
impression of conveyancers is, we think, the reverse. 
Preston was the first, we believe, who broached what Mr. 
| Kerr would consider as heresy in the matter, but his 
authority, as well as the reason of the thing, has led to the 
| universal belief that deeds do not come within the provisions 
| of the Statute of Frauds. 
| Mr. Kerr sometimes sacrifices accuracy to condensation. 
Thus he states + that ‘‘a deed also, or other t, made 
without any consideration, is, at it were, of no effect ; for it 
| is construed” to enure, or to be effectual only to the use of 
the grantor. If this were the state of the art of convey- 
ancing, there would be no voluntary gifts whatever in posse. 

The author considers the plea auétrefois attaint is the same 

in effect as the plea autrefois convict. It is to be regretted 
that Mr. Kerr did not provide us with some original remarks 
on this point, for, owing to his great discernment in selecting 
the wheat from the chaff of the original text, we are led to 
entertain a very high respect for hisjudgment generally. In 
: so condensed a treatise, however, the law on every point, espe- 
cially with respect to procedure, could not indeed be ex- 
pected to be stated more fully. 
+ Wehave rarely reviewed a work which has greater merits 
| of its kind than this brochure. It is not of course intended 
for the practitioner, but it certainly supplies the classic 
| original in a digestable shape for the most juvenile student. 
The author’s discernment and power of condensation could 
hardly be surpassed, and the few errors that occur in the 
work are only such as are incidental to a compilation on so 
small a scale. The index is very good. 


The Joint-Stock Companies’ Directory for 1866. By CHARLES 
BarkER & Sons, 8, Birchin-lane. London: John King 
& Co. (Limited), Queen-street, Cheapside. 1866. 

Mr. Maine in his very elaborate treatise on ancient law 
says that co-ownership alone is known to primitive states of 
society. An individual, as such, had no status then ; his 
legal persona was indissolubly united with that of his class. 
The same may be said of the leading members of the 
, mercantile and speculative world at the present day. Com- 
| panies are daily absorbing the capital and enterprise of the 
nation, so that in a short time our mercantile system will 
be no inapt counterpart of the forms of society supposed to be 
peculiar to ancient times. In this state of affairs an accu- 
rate acquaintance of the length, breadth, and bearings of 
public companies is indispensible to all who are in any 
| degree mixed up with joint-stock enterprise. A companies 
; directory is an indispensable guide to the investor. If, 

indeed, he reads the monetary articles in the daily papers 

he will become aware of the promotion of new bubbles and 
the bursting of old ones. But such piecemeal information is 
almost valueless. The investor, before throwing away his 
money, ought first to extend his consideration over as many 
companies as relate to the particular department in which 

i he wishes to speculate, and afterwards add to his informa- 

tion by further research. No one on ’Change asks ‘‘ what’s 
| in aname,” for everybody there knows that a good name, 
| though not more precious (in a politico-economical sense) 
than money, is generally quite as as hard cash, 

Accordingly, a good list of directors is, perhaps, the best 

introduction that a company can have to the investing 

public. This directory contains all that can be desired on 
that head, and a great deal more—viz., the capital, paid-up 
shares, and demands of the different companies. The table 
of contents and index, together with the classified list of 
i directors, will greatly facilitate the attaining the desired 
| information respecting any particular company. An appen- 
| dix contains a schedule of the principal loan transactions 
for the last five years. A directory of this sort (and the one 
| before us appears to be a re plus ultra, so far as the mere 
| arithmetic of companies is concerned) is indispensible for 

; reference, not only to investors, but also to the legal prac- 

titioner. 








COURTS. 


BOW STREET POLICE COURT. 
Mr. Richard A. Wallington, solicitor, and Clerk to the 
Local Board at Leamington, Warwickshire, appeared at Bow 
street Police-oflice on the 27th ult., charged with wilful 
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Mr. Lewis, of Ely-place, appeared for the prosecution ; 
and Mr. Murphy, barrister, for the defence. 

Master Johnson.—I am one of the Masters in Exchequer. 
The case of Hedley v. Wallington was referred to me by the 
judge. The document produced is my certificate. The do- 
ee (the memorandum) bears my initials. It 
was produced to me in evidence. It purports to bear date 
the 12th May. Whether it was signed on the 11th or 12th 
of May would not, I think, affect my judgment and award. 

Cross-examined by Mr. Lewis.—It was made a great 
question between the parties on which day it was signed, but 
it did not influence my mind. It did not follow in my mind 
that if it was made upon the 12th they would have been 
entitled to one day more. They contended so; but even in 
their view it would only make a difference of one day, not 
two. To my mind it made no difference. His claim was 
for £117 5s. I awarded him five guineas a day for the 14th, 
15th, and 16th of March. I struck out from his claim three 

revious —_ for which I considered there was no pretence. 

or the 12th, 13th, and 15th of May I allowed the difference 
between the five guineas a day above mentioned and the 
£45 paid into court. I knew that there was an express 
agreement for five guineas a day, but that only went to the 
days on which he was actually engaged in giving evidence. 
Taking into consideration the contract, the particulars of 
the demand, and the sum paid into court, I came to the conclu- 
sion that the £45 was sufficient to pay what he was justly en- 
titled to. 1 did not come to that conclusion upon Mr. Walling- 
ton’s statement that the document was signed on the 11th. 

The witness then gave some details of the award, refresh- 
ing his memory by referring to a copy of the particulars of 
demand with his own notes onthe margin. Amongst other 
points he observed that he allowed five guineas for the award. : 

Mr. Lewis.—Was not that for the 11th ? 

Master Johnson.—Not for the 11th alone, It was for the 
award, whether on the 11th or on that and subsequent days. 

Mr. John Hanbury, solicitor.—I was er clerk to 
the Leamington Gas Company, and am now one of the di- 
rectors. In May, 1865, 1 was engaged to support the Lea- 
mington Gas Company Bill. At that time Mr Wallington 
was also concerned, as clerk to the local board, o posing the 
bill. On the 11th of May, Mr. Hedley brought me this 

letter, written and signed by Mr. Wallington, deputing Mr. 
Hedley, on behalf of the board, to meet any referee on behalf 
of the other company. I wrote in reply the letter now pro- 
duced to Mr. Wallington, declining to consent to any refer- 
ence unless the decision of the referees was to be final and 
binding upon both parties; and on the 12th I received a 
letter from Mr. Wallington, consenting that the decree should 
be final. That letter was brought to me at m tlia- 
mentary agent’s office, in Great George-street. The chairman, 
Mr. Henderson, and the Messrs. Robinson, were present. 
Mr. Hedley brought the letter. Mr. Henderson was then 
instructed to go with Mr. Hedley and discuss the terms of 
arrangement. The agreement produced was brought to me 
-on the 12th at about three wes Having prepared clauses 
in accordance with that agreement, I got my agent to make 
an application for me and the chairman and Mr.Hudson, to 
meet Mr. Wallington in the lobby the next day. Mr. 
Hedley’s and Mr. Wallington’s counsel were there. No au- 
thority had been given to Mr. Hedley till the 12th. 

Cross-examined by Mr. Murphy.—The two letters of the 
11th passed at about 3 o'clock. The meeting on the 13th 
was to settle the clauses, I took that to be rather an 
engineering than a legal question, the clauses being of an 
engineering character. These documents were not produced 
at the reference ; they were in my possession. 

Two witnesses gave conclusive evidence of the authority 
having eo on the 12th, and not on the 11th. 

Mr. Alfred Tibbits, articled clerk to Mr. Tibbits, the 
prosecuting attorney in the action in the Exchequer, pro- 
duced copies of the pleas, particulars of demand, order of 
reference, and award. He was present at the reference, and 
saw the defendant sworn. He gave a similar account of 
Mr. Wallington’s evidence to that given by Mr. Hedley. 

Mr. Lewis said that was his case. 

Mr. Murphy submitted that there was no evidence at all 
of corrupt motive. Mr. Wallington, who was clerk toa 
local board, was asked to give evidence on a matter of 

memory in @ long inquiry in which many much more import- 
ait matters were in dispute, Even if he were wrong in his 
statement, which was by no means admitted, there was 
nothing to show, even primd facic, that the statement was 
wilfully fa'se, still less that it was made with a corrupt motive. 





Mr. Lund, formerly superintendent of the P division of 
the Metropolitan Police, and now chief officer of police at 
Leamington, stated that he was one of the witnesses on 
behalf of the local board of Leamington in opposition to the 
Gas Bill, and on the 11th May he attended, with Mr. Wal. 
lington and some other members of the local board, at the 
Duke of Clarence Hotel. Mr. Hedley came in and handed 
a document to Mr. Wallington. It was a document ap- 
parently precisely like this, half a sheet of foolscap doubled 
in four. There was some conversation between them, and 
an appointment was made for the following day at ten 
o’clock, when Mr. Hedley handed a paper to Mr. Wallington, 
It seemed a similar paper to whathe had handed him the even- 
ing before. They walked down together to the House of 
Commons. He waited for a police-constable named Frederick 
Broom to come up from Leamington. He had sent for him 
by Mr. Wallington’s order. e joined witness at the 
entrance of Westminster Hall. He came in a cab from the 
station; the train had arrived at half-past ten, it wag 
about five minutes to eleven when witness met him. Wit- 
ness told him the case was settled, and he might go home, 
He telegraphed to Mr. Stanley, who was one of the wit. 
nesses who was to have given evidence, to tell him he need 
not come. Witness had given his proofs to Mr, Wallington 
before the latter gave his evidence. 

Mr. Williams, dispensing chemist, at Leamington, de- 

sed that he was present at the Duke of Clarence when 
Mtr. Hedley came in, and handed a document to Mr, Wal- 
lington. It was similar to the document produced, and 
written in a peculiar manner across the paper, Mr, Wal- 
lington said he could not consent to such terms. He would 
rather go before the committee. The document was handed 
back to Mr. Hedley. Witness was present the following 
day, when Mr. Hedley handed a similar document to Mr. 
Wallington. 

Mr. Arthur Cooper Woodward, telegraph clerk at the 
Houses of Parliament, proved that on the 12th March, at 
half-past eleven, he forwarded a message from Mr. Lund to 
Mr. Stanley. It reached Leamington at 12.5, and was de- 
livered to Mr. Stanley at 12.40, 

Mr. Stanley proved that he received the message, the 
effect of which was that he need not come to town, as the 
case was settled. 

Mr. Mudderman, coal merchant at Leamington, said he 
was present at the Duke of Clarence on the 11th, and saw 
Mr. Hedley come in and hand to Mr. Wallington a docu- 
ment similar to that produced. They talked it over and 
read it. They talked of the reference; but he did not re- 
member the nature of the conversation. Mr. Wallington 
handed the document back to Mr. Hedley. Witness was at 
the agents the next morning, and saw Mr. Hedley hand Mr. 
pense the same or a similar document. That was 
about eleven o'clock, and Mr. Wallington then said that any 
of them who wished might go. 

Cross-examined by Mr. Lewis.—1 was asked pretty nearly 
the same questions as to-day, I do not think that I was 
asked about anything else. That formed an important 
of the investigation. About one o'clock on the 11th Mr. 
Hedley came for further powers; but at that time I did not 
see any document handed to Mr. Wallington. I saw Mr. 
Wallington hand a letter to Mr. Hedley about one o’clock. 
I did not see Mr. Hedley again till he came to the Duke of 
Clarence. I came to London on Monday, the 8th, and went 
home on Saturday morning. We were loitering about the 
House on the 12th, when we saw Mr. Hedley deliver the 
document to Mr, Wallington. We were then told that we 
might go home. We already intended to go home that day. 

Sir. VAUGHAN committed the defendant for trial, ad- 
mitting him to bail on his own recognizances in £500.* 


* In reference to this case the Local Board of Health, Leamington 
have passed the following resolution, which was carried unanimously 
at their last meeving :— That this board has heard with regret, by 
the report of their clerk now placed before them, that an accusation 
of wi!fal aud corrupt perjury has been preferred against him before 
one of the sitting magistrates at Bow-street, as having been com- 
mitted by their clerk in his evidence taken before Master Johnson in 
the reference ordered in the case of Hedley v. Wallington, and that 
their clerk has been bound over in his own recggnizances to answer 
to the same at the next sessions of the Central Criminal Court. That 
this board, considering that this serious charge has been brought 
against their clerk in ths discharge of his duties in connexion w th 
this board, desire to exprees their fall confidence in his truthfulness 
,and to tender him their earnest sympathies in the 
difficult position in which he is temporarily ; and when the 
result of the trial is ascertained, this will take the matter into 
full consideration.” The proposer and seconder of this resolution 
were Messrs. Mudderman and Stanley, two of the witnesses 
above, 


and integrit; 
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ASSIZE INTELLIGENCE. 
NorTHERN Crecuir. 
LEEDS. 
(Before Mr. Justice KEATING and a Special Jury.) 

April 3.—Ryalls v. Leader.—The plaintiff is a solicitor, 
at Sheffield, and he complained of a pa ph published in 
the Sheffield Independent, of which the defendant and his 
sons are the proprietors. The plaintiff had become partner 
in a brewery with two persons, named Belcher and Grey. 
The concern was badly managed, Belcher became insolvent, 
and Grey went to — upon an execution for debt. Mr. 
Ryalls, therefore, had great difficulties to contend with, and 
he was raising money to meet the liabilities of the brewery. 
He had a life policy for £5,000, to which, for many years, 
bonuses had been added, so that it had become very valu- 
able. Upon it he was obtaining a large advance, and Mr. 
Broadbent and Mr. Unwin, two Sheffield solicitors, who had 
served their articles with him, were about to assist him. 
On the 18th of December last Mr. Ryalls came down from 
London, and on his arrival in Sheffield his attention was 
called to a Bae in the defendant’s paper under the head- 
ing ‘* Proceedings in bankruptcy, at York Castle, before 
Mr, P. R. Welch, registrar.” It was a statement of the case 
of F. G. Grey, one of the plaintiff’s 
and, according to the statement in the newspaper, Grey said 
that ‘‘ he was in partnership with Mr. Ryalls, solicitor, who 
has compromised with his creditors.” It was denied that Grey 
made the statement contained in the defendant’s newspaper. 
Moreover the plaintiff's counsel submitted that a newspaper 
had no right to publish the proceedings before the ee 
at the prison, because it was an ex parte inquiry. It was 
not a proceeding at which the public were present, nor at 
which even Mr. Ryalls himself could have been present. 

Mr. Overend, Q.C., contended, for defendants, that the report 
was a true and accurate representation of what took place in 
the York Bankruptcy Court. Even supposing the reporter 
wrote that Mr. Ryails had ‘‘arranged with his creditors,” 
instead of that ‘‘he was likely to arrange,” there was no 
malice in it. The proprietor had not seen the paragraph 
complained of. It was sent in the usual way to the news- 
paper office by their York correspondent, and he (Mr. 
Overend) did not think plaintiff was dealing well with the 
defendants in allowing Tuesday, Wednesday, and Thursday 
to elapse without making any complaint. y did he not 
go at once to see the editor of the Independent? If he had 
gone on the Thursday morning, the obnoxious paragraph 
would not have appeared in the Saturday’s weekly issue; but 
on the Friday, in consequence of the press of business, and 
in consequence of the Silverwood murder, defendants were 
obliged to go to press a day earlier, as they had to strike 
off that week 22,000 copies. Defendants could not with- 
draw the paragraph therefore when applied to, but they 
did their best to mitigate the mischief by crossing over 
the type with red ink. Defendants also called the attention 
of the public to the pa ph by inserting an apology headed 
‘Correction of an injurious statement.” The news-agents 
were further threatened with legal proceedings if they sold 
the newspaper containing the paragraph now complained of, 
and therefore every one who received this notice ‘‘ shut - 2 
the Independent for that week, to the great loss and sacrifice 
of the defendants. So far, consequently, from the defend- 
ants having exhibited any malice, they had done all the 
could under the circumstances to repair any unintentiona 
injury they might have done. 

Some evidence having been heard, 

His LorpsuiP, in summing up, said it was undoubtedly 
the law that the fair and correct publication of legal proceed- 
ings, without malice, was protected by law ; and he should 
direct the jury that on the occasion when this examination 
took place was an occasion on which a fair report would be 
privileged. If they were of opinion, therefore, that the re- 

rt was a correct one, and that it was published without 
malice, the defendants would be entitled to verdict ; but 
if they were of opinion either that it was not a fair report, or 
that it was published in a malicious feeling towards Mr. 
Ryalls, the plaintiff would be entitled to a verdict. 

Th Jury, after a brief deliberation, returned a verdict for 
the defendants. 





PARLIAMENTARY Pargrs.—Yesterday a number of reports of 
the Board of Trade on the railway and canal bills, and bills re- 
lating to harbours, docks, and tidal waters, of session 1866, were 
issued by the Board of Trade. 


ners in the brewery, } 





GENERAL CORRESPONDENCE. 


INTERMEDIATE EXAMINATION. 

Sir,—I find in your valuable paper a few weeks back a list 
of books to be used by the examiners in the intermediate 
examinations for the year 1866. Now, as many of the 
country candidates never hear of the books until they see it 
in your paper, I would ask you—Is it fair fora candidate 
Poasing in Hilary Term, as compared with one ing in 

ichaelmas Term, the one with about a month to pry into 
all the questions contained in those books, the other having 
the full space of twelve months to do the same ? 

Liverpool. An ARTICLED CLERK. 


LanDs CLAUSES ConsOLIDATION Act, 1845, 

Sir,—I shall feel obliged if any of your readers can in- 
form me whether any definite principle has been laid down 
for assessing the compensation payable to the patron and 
vicar of a church for a portion of the church R. X. 


GreorGE Joun SHAW LEFEVERE, Esq., of the Inner 
Temple and Home Circuit, M.P. for Reading, to be Civil 
Lord of the Admiralty. 


SCOTLAND. 


GLascow UNIVERSITY. 

The Lord Justice Clerk (the Right Hon. John Inglis) was 
installed as Lord Rector of the university of @ w On 
Thursday, 29th ult., and delivered a long and able address, 
chiefly dealing with the historical relations between the 
city and university. With reference to the value of abstract 
philosophical culture and classical study, his Lordship made 
some eloquent observations on their ‘‘ powerful counteract- 
ing influence against the temptation to a blind worship of 
Mammon,” in the course of which he said, ‘‘ Whether it be 
in the first or second or third generation of a family of pros- 
perous merchants, leisure will come, as the necessary conse- 
sere of large realised fortune, extensive connexion, and 
the power of delegating hard work and imposing it on the 
shoulders of a younger and needier generation, and with 
leisure will come its invariable concomitants, indolence and 
sensual gratification, if the mind, from its early traini 
has not been fitted to find solace and employment in li 
and philosophical pursuits. Then, more than ever, su 
studies prove their value, for they areatonce the ornament and 
the safeguard of social life. Wealth and leisure without letters 
or intellectual culture are dangerous gifts, and may prove 
fatal snares Let no man beguile you by the jargon of a vain 
utilitarian theory. The chief end of primary, as distingui 
from proper professional, education, is not the acquisition of 
knowledge for its own sake. It is the development and 
purification of the moral nature, the training and s - 
ening and energising of the intellectual powers; or, in o 
words, the formation of the character and the culture of the 
mind. When, therefore, shallow men prate of the useless- 
ness of classical and pilose’ study, and invite you to 
substitute for that invaluable training the acquisition of 
what they call ‘useful knowledge,’ tell them boldly that the 
effect of the studies in which you are engaged in liberalising 
the mind, refining the taste, and purifying the heart, arises 
very much from their so-called ‘ uselessness '—that is, their 
inapplicability to any direct object of pecuniary or meree- 
nary advantage—that their ‘uselessness’ is, indeed, one of 
their excellencies, because it is inseparable from their elevat- 
ing and enobling influence.” The address concluded with a 

raceful acknowledgement of the munificent subscription 
ately raised . the citizens for the purposes of the new 
academical buildings. 

















TRELAND. 
LEGAL APPOINTMENT, 

Mr. Hazlitt, general solicitor in lunacy and minor mat- 
ters, died last week suddenly of acute bronchitis. Mr. 
Hazlitt was highly esteemed for his courteous manners and 
upright character; and is very generally regretted by the 
Sona The Lord Chancellor has appointed Mr. Allan 

esbitt in his place. 
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COLONIAL TRIBUNALS & JURISPRUDENCE. 


JAMAICA. 
ADMINISTRATION OF THE LAw. 


_ In the evidence taken upon the Jamaica Commission of 
inquiry, Sir Bryan Edwards, C.J., has given some valuable 
evidence respecting the administration of justice in the in- 
ferior courts. He thinks that little confidence is felt by the 
people in the decisions of the magistrates. So many of the 
justices are connected with the planting interest as suffi- 
ciently to account for this mistrust, though he (the Chief 
Justice) did not concur therein. The appointment of stipen- 
diary magistrates was the only remedy that he could suggest, 
and he thought that about twenty would be sufficient. At 
present there were only five in the island, and most of these 
were interested in the soil. The Chief Justice further sug- 
some alterations in the system of summoning the 
juries, and expressed his belief that, at the best, the grand 
juries could not be feognenity depended upon. In the 
matter of appeals from the decisions of the magistrates in 
the inferior courts it would be very desirable to reduce the 
e , which at present were, he considered, too heavy. 
Mtr. Williams, the Advocate-General, gave evidence to a 
similar effect. He did not consider that the administration 
of justice was at all satisfactory. Out of the 784 magistrates 
in the Island, only 463 were wholly resident in the parishes 
for which they acted as justices. Many persons on the 
bench were ill-fitted for the position; but the number of 
respectable inhabitants had very much diminished of late, 
and was still diminishing, and he feared that year by year 
the state of things would become worse. He was strongly 
in favour of the appointment of stipendiary magistrates all 
over the Island. He would like to see naval and military 
officers appointed as such ; men who would gain the con- 
fidence of the peasantry, which could only be done when 
justice was administered by persons not connected with the 
soil. He thought that the vestry system was essentially a 
bad one, which the Government would find itself compelled 
to put an end to. He also considered that the yee of 
appointing deputy clerks of the peace was extremely objec- 
tionable in principle. The present system of juries did not 
work well. He was in favour of doing away with grand 
juries, except in the cases of treason and murder. 

Mr. Walcott, of the Jamaica bar, said that there was no 
confidence whatever in the system of striking the jury panels 
in the circuit courts, Nearly every case of importance was 
virtually decided before it came on for trial. He had arrived 
at this conclusion after ten years’ experience. A man’s 
friends always came from the place where he lived and 
formed the jury, for the purpose of giving him a verdict, 
whether he deserved it or not. This applied both to civil 
and to criminal causes. If a man was to be tried fora 
criminal offence and he got his friends on the jury, there 
was not the slightest chance of his being convicted. Four- 
fifths of the jury panel were composed of black and coloured 
people, and he thought that a white man had a very good 
chance of being hanged when he was put upon his trial. 





FOREIGN TRIBUNALS & JURISPRUDENCE. 


AMERICA. 
Supreme Court oF PENNSYLVANIA. 

Samvet McKer, Trustee, &., v. CATHARINE LORENz.* 
Where money is deposited in bank by a sheriff, though made 

on executions issued by the Court, the Court has no juris- 

dittion to rule the bank to pay the money into court. The 
bank is an outside party. The money deposited by the 
sheriff properly belongs to his successor in office, and the 

Court may rule him to pay the money into court. 

Appeal by the Alleghany Bank from the decree of the 
District Court of Alleghany County in the above case. 

Judgment was delivered by Woopwaxp, C.J.—Henry 
Woods, late Sheriff of Alleghany county, died in the midst 
of his official term, leaving on deposit in the Alleghany Bank 
to his credit as sheriff the sum of 30,667 dols. 93c. 

He kept two accounts in the bank, one in his name as sheriff, 
which showed the above balance, the other his own private 
account. At the time of his death Sheriff Woods had in his 
hands, unreturned, a writ of vend, exp. issued on a judgment 
of G. Kirkpatrick v. Lorenz, for a debt of 30,000 dols, From 


* From the Legal Intelligencer. 
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a return of said writ, made by his successor in office, Sheriff 
Stewart, it appeared that Sheriff Woods had sold various par- 
cels of real estate to several parties by virtue of said writ, that 
some of the bids had been paid, and that in two instances he 
had made deeds to purchasers, one to C. Hanson Love, from 
whom he had received 12,600 dols., the other to William K, 
Minick, from whom he had received 12,650 dols. On the 30th 
January, 1864, the District Court, reciting these facts as ap- 
pearing of record, and that the said moneys were deposited by 
the sheriff in the Alleghany Bank to his credit as sheriff, made 
a rule on Dr. V.H.Coffee, administrator of the estate of Sheriff 
Woods, and on the said bank, to show cause why the said 
moneys should not brought into court, ny fad with the 
sherift’s account with the bank, On the 13th February, 1864, 
the bank answered the rule by’setting forth the general facts 
of Sheriff Wood’s deposits and balance, and added that the 
bank had no knowledge of the sources from which said moneys 
came into Sheriff Wood’s possession. They further showed 
that the administrator claimed the balance in bank to the cre- 
dit of Sheriff Woods, and had warned them not to suffer tke 
money to be withdrawn without his consent, and they objected 
to the rule being made absolute until all parties in interest 
had been heard. 

On the 20th February counsel, with leave of the Court, with. 
drew the said rule as to the administrator, and on the 20th 
May, 1864, the court made the rule absolute as to the bank, 
and ordered them to pay into court 25,265 dols., which the bank 
accordingly paid in the next day. Sheriff Stewart also paid in 
7,661 dols, collected by him on this writ, and the Court ap- 
pointed an auditor to distribute these sums. After hearing all 
parties who appeared before him, the auditor awarded the whole 
fund, less costs and charges, 32,732 dols. 69c., to the judgment 
of Samual McKee, Trustees, &c.v.Catharine Lorenz, and the 
Sarena his report, whereupon the bank brought this 
appeal, 

: he question seems to be whether a Court, on whose 
execution a sheriff has sold lands of the defendant, and 
deposited the proceeds in bank, can, after the death of the 
sheriff, rule the bank to pay the proceeds into court for 
purposes of distribution. 

The proceedings against the bank were irregular. When 
the Court were informed by the return of Sheriff Stewart 
what moneys his predecessor had made upon the writ of 
McKee, the proper course would have been, we apprehend, 
to rule him (Sheriff Stewart) to pay into court, or to the 
plaintiff in the writ, the moneys made by his predecessor on 
that writ. Sheriff Stewart would have found them on 
deposit to the credit of his office, and he was the proper 
party to demand and receive them from the bank. 

If the money had been deposited in the private account of 
Sheriff Woods, there might have been difficulties in the 
way of Sheriff Stewart demanding it ; but, deposited to the 
credit of the sheriff, an office which never dies, the incumbent 
for the time being was the proper party to control the fund. 

This is the principle upon which all official funds, speciall 
deposited, are disposed of. It is to be presumed that the ban 
would have recognized the right of Sheriff Stewart, and thus 
he would have enabled himself to respond to the rule of the 
court. Butif the bank had refused to pay over the money to 
him, he would have had to sue for it, and to obtain the indul- 
gence of the Court until he could enforce his right. 

But it seems to be thought that the money was already in 
court, or that the bank was in some sort a trustee for the court, 
and therefore as much subject to its order as the sheriff him- 
self would have been. Money is not in court when collected 
by a sheriff, and it is very important that it be not so con- 
sidered, else we discharge the liability of his bail. Had the 
bank proved insolvent and the money been lost, is it to be 


| doubted that Sheriff Stewart, or the plaintiff in the writ, might 


have recovered it of the bail of Sheriff Woods? The bank was 
his depositary, selected by him, responsible alone to him or 
his official successor, and for its default he and his bail would 
have been answerable as much as for the default of a deputy 
or any other private agent. Moneys paid into court are some- 
times deposited in bank, and the bank is in such case selected 
by the Court—the deposit is made by its clerk, and is controlled 
by the Court itself, and in case of loss whoever is responsible 
it is certain that neither the sheriff nor his sureties are. Thus 

jlainly marked is the distinction between money deposited 
a0 the sheriff on his own responsibility, and that which the 
Court deposits, To say that the Court had power to direct 
distribution of the money in the sheriff's hands, or on deposit 
to his credit, is not to admit thatthe Court had any authority 
over the bank as a custodian or trustee for the Court. The 
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bank held the funds for the sheriff, and he was bound to dis- 
tribute them as the Court should decree. 

The practice of bringing money into court is said to have 
been first introduced in the reign of Car. II, to avoid the 
hazard and difficulty of pleading a tender. In actions upon 
contract, and in England now by statute of 3 & 4 Will. 
4, c. 42, inall —_ actions, with a few exceptions, the 
defendant may have leave to bring into court any sum he 
thinks fit, and the Court will make a rule that unless the 
plaintiff accepts it, with costs, in discharge of the action, it 
shall be struck out of the declaration, and the plaintiff, upon 
trial, shall not be permitted to give evidence of it, which 
rule should be accompanied with a plea to the residue of the 
demand. Tidd’s Prac. vol. 1, p. 619. Ofcourse, after this, 
the plaintiff proceeds in his action at the peril of costs, for 
in case he does not prove a larger sum than the amount 
brought in, the defendant must have the verdict. 

Bringing money into court therefore, technically con- 
sidered, is a mode of defence against a pending action, and 
stands instead of a plea of tender. The money so brought 
in is in custodia legis, and is usually deposited in bank or 
other safe place to the credit of the Court orsome of its 
officers, to await the acceptance of the plaintiff or the further 
order of the Court. The is may take it when he pleases 
as payment pro tanto of his claim, but the defendant can 
never recall it. 

Money made by a sheriff in execution of a judgment is 
subject to the order of the Court, but so far from bein 
‘money in court,” it is held by the sheriff upon his ounce 
and official Agrees until actually paid to the legal dis- 
tributees. Nor does official custody cease on the death of 
the sheriff, for by the 75th section of the Act of 15th April, 
1864 (Purdon, 896), the coroner, on the death or removal of 
the sheriff, is to ‘‘ execute the office of sheriff, and perform 
all things thereunto appertaining until another sheriff shall 
be duly commissioned, and notice thereof given to said 
coroner.” A similar provision exists in England by statute, 
whereby the under-sheriff, upon the death of the high 
sheriff, is authorised to execute the office in the name of the 
deceased sheriff until a successor is qualified. 

When Sheriff Woods died the coroner ex officio was en- 
titled to execute the office, to control official deposits, to return 
writs, and pay over moneys, but as soon as Sheriff Stewart 
was duly qualified the coroner’s rights and duties passed over to 
him. Hence we hold that the Court, instead of treating the 
fund as in court, should have ruled Sheriff Stewart to pay 
it to the proper distributees. 

And because the bank sustained no relation to the court 
it was not subject to the rule of court. These rules are en- 
forceable by attachment as for a contempt, because a party 
who is subject to a rule of court places himself in contempt 
by disobedience to it. When are rules enforceable by this 
summary process ? 

In the first volume of Tidd’s Practice (Troubat & Fish’s 
Edition, 1856), pose 478, ten cases are put in which the 
er Bench, Exchequer, and Common Pleas may grant 
rules. 

1st. Against parties to a suit. 

2nd. Against attorneys. 

3rd, Against officers of the court. 

4th. Against inferior judges and officers, 

5th, Against sheriffs or others charged with the execution 
of process, 

6th. Against gaolers, 

7th. Against jurymen. 

8th. Against witnesses, 

9th. Against peers of the realm and members of the House 
of Commons for disobeying subpoenas, and 

10th. Against other persons for disorderly conduct in the 
presence of the Court, or for contemptuous words spoken of 
the Court not in their presence. 

With us this last ground of attachment is confined to mis- 
behavior in the presence of the Court, thereby obstructing the 
administration of justice. 

Now in all of these cases, whether in the English courts or 
our own, where the judicial power is exercised by rules, as 
contradistinguished from legal process, it is observable that 
an antecedent relation has been established between the Court 
and the party ruled, either by the service of process, by office, 


by statute, or by the necessities of business. Suiters, wit- | 


* 


hesses, jurymen, are in court or subject to its summary 

wer by virtue of legal process, attorneys and the like 
y official position, sherifls by statute, and disorderly per- 
sons offend the diginity and disturb the business of the 


- 





Court. And for these reasons, or some of them, these 
classes of persons are liable to the summary powers with 
which the Court is armed, but without some of these relations 
or liabilities, there is no precedent for administering justice 
by rules of court. Outside parties who, in none of the re- 
cognized modes, have previously become subject to the juris- 
diction of the Court, are to be acted upon only by the ordinary 
process of law, and not by the summary powers now under 


consideration. 

The bank was such an outside p The sheriff, when he 
made it his depository, established no relation whatever 
between the Court and the bank. Its responsibility was not 


to the Court, but to the sheriff, and though bound to pay 
over his funds upon his order or that of his successor, whether 
the coroner or the new sheriff, no statute, usage, or principle 
of the common law subjected it to this summary jurisdiction, 

And if the bank had saa, gp the rule of Court, I know 
of no process by which the Court could have punished it for 
the contempt. 

I conclude, therefore, that the rule ween the bank was 
null and void for want of jurisdiction, and might have been 
restrained by injunction, or reversed upon appeal, or it 
might have been disregarded as incapable of execution. We 
cannot presume that the District Court would have under- 


‘taken to enforce it—the necessary presumption is they 


would not. Yetthe next day after the rule was made 
absolute the bank paid the money into court without a 
syllable of exception to the jurisdiction. The Court pro- 
ceded to make distribution and from the decree of distribu- 
tion the bank appeals. 

Now suppose the proceedings reversed, the money would 
not go back to the bank, because it was voluntarily, or at 
least not compulsorily, paid. Restitution is awarded only 
when payment has been compelled by execution in an 
erroneous judgment, not when paid without execution. 
And we have seen that there was no execution in this case 
and could have been none. A reversal therefore would be 
useless to the bank. This is a sufficient answer to all the 
errors assigned except the 5th, which complains of the 
court’s overruling the exceptions to the auditor's report. 

The answer to this is that the bank is not a creditor and 
has no interest in the fund for distribution, and therefore has 
no right to appeal from or question the distribution. Having 
slipped its time to object to the jurisdiction of the 
Court, and having voluntarily placed the fund at the Court’s 
disposal, it was a stranger to all the subsequent proceedi 

We might and probably would have dismissed the case in 
very few words, on this ground, if doubts had not arisen 
upon the several points discussed, which made it necessary 
to notice them more at large than any intrinsic merits of the 
case would have demanded. 

The decree is affirmed. 


ABRAHAM Hays v. PETER PAUL. 

The crew of a tow are subject to the orders of the tug, and if 
those orders ure obeyed, the tug is answerable for negligence 
Sor the consequence of such orders. 

Error from Common Pleas of Alleghany county. 

AGNEW, J., delivered judgment. 

The eighth point of the defendant, assuming the duty of 
the plaintiff and his hands to aid the tug in managing the 
flotilla, and to obey the orders of the tug’s pilot, was quali- 
fied by saying, that if sufficient orders were not given b; 
the pilot, or not given in time, negligence could be impu 
in that, as well as in any otherrespect. There was no error 
in this. When a steam tug capable of locomotion, and, as 
we must presume from the undertaking of managing the 
boats taken in tow, assumes control of the tow and its crew, 
and to give the orders necessary, the time and the sufficiency 
of these orders fall within the duty of the tug. If they be 
insufficient, or be given too late, it is negligence on part of 
the tug. The only question, therefore, is, whether there was 
evidence to justify the qualification and carry the case to 
the jury. Of this there is no doubt. John Paul testified 
‘*that he saw the boat would strike the pier, but dared not 
pull till the word was given, as they (the tug) had the 
control. Just as we came up to the pier,” he continued, 
‘they hallooed ‘left,’ but before we got half a stroke, the 
boat struck the pier.” In his cross-examination he says— 
“We did not run away and leave a steamboat-man to pull 
at the oar, we pulled about half a stroke before she struck ; 
when they called to us we were on the tow plank ; it struck 
the head o ithe pier, not the side of the pier.” Samuel 
Staley says—“ We went on flat boats to obey orders of pilot, 
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just before struck, hallooed to pull ‘left,’ and we did one or 
two strokes; men jumped in and obeyed orders. When 
hallooed were near the pier, only time to strike a stroke.” 
Wallace Gould says—‘‘John Paul and Samuel Staley were 
with me ; we were at the oars. They called ‘left,’ and we 
pulled left. We pulled pretty near one stroke after we were 
sold to pull left, till it struck. We could not have don¢ 
more.” Here was ample evidence to go before the jury, that 
the crew of the flat boat were not absent from their oars, and 
sa a order to pull left was not given in time to avoid the 
‘2 


This, it is true, was strongly rebutted by the de- 
fendant’s testimony, which tended to show that the order 
was given and the bell tapped in time, and was not obeyed 
by the flat boat crew, who were away from the oars, engaged 
in bailing. But the very contradiction in the testimony 
was the reason why the qualification should be introduced, 
in order that the evidence should be fairly passed upon by 


the jury. 

_For the same reasons the qualification of the answer to the 
ninth point was necessary. If the evidance of the plaintiff 
be true, his hands stood to their oars and obeyed orders 
until the very moment the boat struck and began to sink. 
If they did, then clearly their lives were in danger when it 
began to sink, and they were justified in then leaving their 
posts. It requires no straining of facts to induce any one of 
ordinary intelligence to believe that an open flat boat, laden 
with metal, and drawing water within nine inches of the top 
of her siding, would go to the bottom very suddenly, when 
the side was crushed in, and she was jammed between the 
tug and the pier. The contradiction of the defendant’s evi- 
dence only rendered it more necessary both sides should be 
fairly placed before the jury. 

The errors assigned to the answers to the tenth and 
eleventh points may be considered together. It is the 
business of one who uses a tug for towing, to know the capa- 
bilities of his tug and its practical effects upon the boats he 
tows. Backing, as it is termed, is one of the useful features 
in the power of a tug, enabling it to hold its tow against 
the current, and to control the movement where dangerous 
passages are to be effected, or obstructions to be avoided. 
Being one of the uses of the tug, the owner is presumed to 
understand its effects. The flats made fast to the bow of 
the tug were out of the influence of the waves a-stern; but 
in backing, the paddle waves flow towards the bow. 
Whether these waves would reach the stern of the flats, and 
overflow them to the height of nine inches by their swell, 
were facts which it is to be presumed the tugman would 
know better than the owner of the flats, 

vraag 4 it was his business to know the power of his 
paddles, the influence of the current, the swell produced, 
and the probable distance it would reach. The allegation is 
that the flats were too deeply laden for towing safely. The 
answer of the Court had reference to those things which 
belong to the knowledge of the tugman, and their doc- 
trine in the language of the learned judge was this :—“ But 
if the character and location of the tow is visible and open 
to all—such as an open flat, loaded with metal, and her 
depth in the water, and everything in regard to her, if per- 
tinent to all, it would be culpable negligence on part of a 
tow-boat to undertake to tow such flats if too heavily loaded, 
or if containing too much water to be towed with safety. 
The tag-boat captain I hold to be the best judge of what he 
can do, and if applied to to tow a raft too heavily loaded, 
or otherwise unfit to be towed, he should decline, or, ap- 
prising the owner, make special terms as to the risk.” fh 
view of the facts there was no error in this. Here was an 
open boat laden with metal, exposed to view, the water 
rising upon its sides within nine inches of the top, fastened 
ar d a head of the tug; now who should know whether 

acking might be necessary, and, if done, whether the 
waves would reach the tow, how high their swell, and 
whether ne would probably flow into the tow? This is one 
of these undertakings which imply sufficient knowledge and 
skill to perform it safely, and contemplated therefore a 
knowledge on the part of the tugman of the effects produced 
by his tug, and their probable influence upon the open and 
visible condition of his tow. As to all that was not plainly 
open and visible to his view, the Court conceded that no 
duty lay upon him. 

The errors assigned to the general charge are not sup- 
ported. 

None of the crrors being sustained the judgment is 
firmed, 





StatouTE Law Revision. 

A bill is passing through the United States Congress au- 
thorising the president to appoint three commissioners, at a 
salary of 5,000 dols. each per annum for three years, to ar- 
range, consolidate, revise, and simplify all the statutes of 
the United States. 

Tue LAsu For ‘* WHITES.” 

In Charleston, South Carolina, a few weeks ago, Judge 
Aldrich sentenced a white man convicted of robbery to 
receive thirteen lashes on the bare back, in accordance with 
the state law. General Bennett interfered and prevented 
the infliction of the punishment, declaring that ‘it was 
against the spirit of the civilisation that pervades society at 
the present day.” 








Ratiway Law. 

A bill has been introduced in the Pennsylvania House of 
Representatives, requiring 7,000 dols. to be paid by any 
railroad company to the widow or mipor child of any person 
killed on a railroad in that state. 





FRANCE. 
RIGHTS OF ACTORS, 


The law journals are filled with long accounts of the action 
brought by M. Got against the Theatre-Francais before the 
Civil Tribunal of the Seine. The plaintiff complained that 
great inequality prevailed in the work thrown on the per- 
formers, whilst the emoluments remained unvaried. He, 
for instance, played on an average 200 times a-year, and was 

laced on a par, as to salary, with others who did not appear 

efore the = half a dozen times in the year. Sucha 
position called for reform. The proceedings opened with a 
question of exception raised by M. Edouard Thierry, the 
manager. M. Got, as M. Nogent St. Laurens, the advocate 
of M. Thierry, reminded the Court, had transmitted to the 
committee in June last his resignation, which that body re- 
fused to accept. M. Got thensummoned thecompany by huis- 
sier to consider him as having resigned, but the committee 
againrefused. M. Gotthenapplied tothe Courtfor the dissolu- 
tion or liquidation of thesociety. M. Thierry then intervened 
and urged the incompetence of the Civil Tribunal, as the 
Theatre-Francais was connected with the State and received 
a subvention fromit. M. Clery, M. Got’s advocate, pone 
the exception somade, In the end the Court decided on an 
adjournment, with the understanding that judgment should 
be given in a week. 

MASTER AND SERVANT. 

A petition has been sent to the Senate by M. Sené, a 
member of the Council of Prudhommes, praying for the 
abolition of Art. 1781 of the Civil Code, as an act of justice 
and equality to the working classes. The terms of the 
article in question are the following :— 

“The master is believed on his affirmation with respect to 
the amount of wages, the payment for the past year, or the 
sums given on account of the current period.” 

The petitioner wants to have the workman placed on the 
same footing as his master in the cases mentioned in the 
article. 

The Imperial Court of Paris has just heard an appeal from 
a judgment of the Civil Tribunal in an action brought by 
Mme. Nysten, widow of the author of the well-known me- 
dical dictionary, against MM. Bailitre, publishers, for the 
purpose of compelling the latter to suppress her late husband's 
name from the title-page of the said work, on the ground 
that the editors of a recent edition, Drs. Littrd and Robin, 
had completely changed its spirit from moral and religious 
to positivist and materilist. The plaintiff claimed no pro- 
perty in the book, but was only anxious to prevent the 
ag ication, under her husband’s name, of opinions to which 

e had always been opposed, The Civil Tribunal had re- 
jected Mme. Nysten’s demand, and she now appealed against 
that judgment. The appellant's counsel compared several 
articles of the two editions, especially those on the words 
dme, psychologic, and homme, and showed how injurious it 
was to the memory of a religious man to have such opinions 
published under his name. The learned counsel terminated 
with demanding the suppression of Nysten’s name on the 
title, and, in addition, asked for damages for the widow. 








The Court, after hearing counsel for the defendants, quashed 
the judgment under appeal, and, trying the case on its merits, 
ordered the suppression of Nysten’s name, and condemned 
the defendants to pay the plaintiff £80 damages, with all 
costs, 
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LAw oF CHEQUES. 

The Civil Tribunal of the Seine has just given judgment 
in a suit which involved a point of law relating to the pay- 
ment of cheques. In September last MM. Gauthier, Donon, 
Aubry, & Co., bankers, of Paris, signed an agreement with 
the Ottoman Government, represented by Abro-Effendi, to 
advance the Sultan a sum of 12,000,000 fr. (£480,000), to be 
repaid on the 6th of March, 1866. As each instalment of the 
above sum was paid, bills of exchange of equal amount were 
given, payable at ninety days, but renewable if required 
until the 6th of March. Besides the bills of exchange an 
additional guarantee was given to the bankers in the shape of 
five per cent. bonds of the Ottoman Debt, with a right to sell 
them if the bills were not paid on the 6th of March. Having 
been informed that Abro-Effendi, on leaving Paris, had trans- 
ferred tothe Ottoman Ambassador, Safvet Pacha,chequeson the 
Credit Foncier and Credit Agricole for the sum of 4,789,373 fr. 
(£191,574 18s. 5d.), MM. Gauthier & Co. gave those establish- 
ments notice that they considered the above sum as intended for 
them, and therefore opposed the ambassador's right to with- 
draw it. The cheques of the latter having consequently been 
dishonoured, he obtained a judge’s order for their payment, 
which was opposed by MM. Gauthier& Co., whoalsodemanded, 
at the same time, the authorization of the Tribunal to sell the 
Ottoman bonds deposited in their hands. After hearing 
counsel for all parties the Tribunal authorized the Credit 
Foncier and Credit Agricole to honour the Ambassador's 
cheques, on the ground that the opposition made by MM. 
Gauthier & Co. not having been sactioned by a judge’s order, 
was of no effect. With regard to the demand for authorization 
tosell the Ottoman bonds the Tribunal declined to grant it 
yet. Mi 





, PoLicE RESPONSIBILITY. 
The Council of State has decided in the aflair of the Duke 
« d@ Aumale against M. Boittelle, late prefect of police. The 
Duke had applied for permission to prosecute that functionary 
for the seizure some months back of the “History of the 
Princes of Condé;” but the Council of State, considering that 
M. Boittelle had only put into execution’an Imperial order, 
and was entirely released from his responsibility accor ling to 
the terms of Art. 75 of the constitution of l’An VIII., ra- 
fused the application. 

PHAROAH’S SERPENTS. 
The Imperial Court has just heard an appeal from a 
jud ent of the Correctional Tribunal on a complaint made 
r. Barnett, the patentee of ‘‘Pharoah’s Serpents,” 
against M. Kulber, an optician, for infringing his patent and 
imitating his trade mark. It appeared that Kulber, after 
dealing for some time with Barnett, began to manufacture 
the serpents on his own account, and sold them under the 
name of ‘‘ Serpents Magiques,” at the same time exactly 
imitating the former’s mark. Barnett commenced proceedings 
against him, and, when the cause came on, Kulber pleaded 
that the patent was null, as the serpents (being made of 
sulpho-cyanide of mercury, a virulent poison) were 
dangerous to the public health; also that the peculiar 
ec og of that substance taking the form of serpents when 
urning had been long known. As to imitating the com- 
lainant’s trade mark, he maintained that his labels were so 
different from Barnett’s that they could not possibly be 
mistaken for them. The Tribunal admitted the validity of 
these pleas, and gave judgment for the defendant. Against 
that bom Barnett now appealed, and the Court, after 
hearing counsel, decided that the patent was null and void, 
as the peculiar property of the sulpho-cyanide had been 
long known ; but that the charge of imitating the mark was 
established. It accordingly quashed the judgment on that 
int, and, trying the case on its merits, condemned 

<ulber to pay Barnett £20 damages, with costs. 

Marrimoniau AGENcy, 
The third chamber of the Civil Court cf Paris, presided 
over by President Vignon, has just decided that a contract 
to pay « commission to a matrimonial agent is null and 





void, as being against public policy and essentially immoral | 
' Do. & per Cent., Jan, ’73 — 


as giving the agent a manifest interest to bias the judgment 
of the parties. This decision, should it be maintained by 
the Supreme Court, will be a heavy blow to a profession 
very largely practised in France, A great many cases have 
been decided the other way, and the advertisements of 
matrimonial agents teem with extracts from judgments 
laying it down that their vocation was perfectly lawful. — 
Paris correspondent of the “ Daily News. 





DENMARK. 
At the last mecting of the Royal Society of Northern Anti- 
ys held at Copenhagen, Mr. Edward William Brabrook, 
.S.A., Barrister-at-Law, of Lincoln’s-inn, was elected a 
fellow of the society. 





SCHLESWIG. 
“© Martiat Law.” 

The following decree of the pee now supreme in Schles- 
wig, which has appeared in the eighteenth number of the 
Verordnungsblatt, or official gazette for the Duchy, is a 
fair example of what we may expect in English dependencies 
when the ‘‘ Executive” r Me is once fairly established. 
Comment on such a document is superfluouz :— 

‘*We, Wilhelm, by the Grace of God King of Prussia, 
&c., decree the following for the Duchy of Schleswig: 

‘* Art. 1. Any act tending to subvert the authority ceded 
to us and his Majest the Emperor of Austria by the treaty 
of peace signed at Vienna, October 30, 1864, and the con- 
vention of Gastein, concluded August 14, 1865, between the 
Emperor of Austria and ourself, or attempting to set up by 
force any other soverign authority in the duchies or either 
of them, shall be punished by imprisonment with hard 
labour (zuchthan’s-strafe) for from five to ten years. The 
punishment to take effect on the commission of an act b 
which the criminal intentions of the perpetrators are proved. 
Art, 2. Should the commission of such an act have been 
agreed on by two or more persons, hut prevented before the 
commencement of its being put in execution, it shall be 
punished by imprisonment as above for from two to five 
years. Art. 3. A similar punishment will be inflicted on 
whoever conspires with any foreign government for preparing 
any such undertaking, or abuses the power confided to his 
care by the constituted authorities, or recruits soldiers and 
exercises them in the use of arms. Art. 4. A similar im- 
prisonment for a period of from three months to five years 
will be inflicted as follows:—1. For organising any such 
undertaking by means of others besides those specially men- 
mioned in the preceding article 4. 2. For publicly speaking 
or writing in favour of such criminal undertaking, or any 
similar inciting act. 3. For publicly declaring, by speech or 
in writing, or in any other way, any other person to be the 
legitimate sovereign ruler of the duchies, or either of them, 
to the detriment of the power invested jointly in ourself and 
his Majesty the Emperor of Austria. 

‘¢ Witness our royal sign-manual and seal. Given at Ber- 
lin, March 11, 1866. ** (Signed) WILHELM, 

‘Published for the information of all civil officers and au- 
thorities in the Duchy of Schleswig, and all others it may 
concern. ** (Signed) E. VON MANTEUFFEL, 

‘* Lieutenant-General and Aide-de-Camp-General.” 








It is reported that among the improvements to be effected with 
the erection of the courts of justice is—1, the removal of Temple 
Bar ; 2, the construction of a foot-bridge in its place, for 
convenience of pedestrians ; 3, the erection of a foot-bridge over 
Carey-street from Lincoln’s-inn—the level of these structures 
will, of course, not be so high as that of the new courts, if it 
were so, no one would use them; 4, a subway across the Strand 
at or near Temple Bar ; 5, a subway, fitted for the use of trucks 
as well as passengers, between Rolls-court and Chancery-lane, 
if not to the courts of justice. 








PUBLIC COMPANIES. 


ENGLISH FUNDS AND RAILWAY STOCK. 
Last Qvoratiown, April 5, 1866. 
[From the Oficial List of the actual business transacted.) 
GOVERNMENT FUNDS, 
3 per Cent. Consols, sof Annuities, April, 85 
Ditto for Account, May 9, 87 Do. (Red Sea T.) Aug. 1908 — 
3 per Cent Reduced, 84¢ Ex Bills, £1000, 3 per Ct. 2 
New 3 per Cent., 84$ Ditto, £500, Do, — dis 
Do. 34 per Cent., Jan, ’94 — 
Do. 24 per Cent., Jan. '94 67} 
Ct. (last 
Annuities, Jan. ’80 — Ditto for Account, — 
INDIAN GOVERNMENT SECURITIES. 
India Stock, 10§ p Ct. Apr.'74 211 ) Ind. Enf. Pr., 5pC., Jan. °72 Wig 





Ditto for Account, 210 Ditto, ha May, '79 107 
Ditto 5 per Cent., July, 70, 1023 | Ditto tures, per Cent., 
Ditto for Account, — ril, 64 — 

Ditto 4 per Cent., Oct. ’88 Do. Do,, 5 per Cant., a} 
Ditto, ditto, Certificates, — Do. Bonds, 4 per Ct. _- 
Ditto Enfaced Ppr., 4 per Cent. 874 | Ditto, ditto, under £1000, 13 pm 
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RAILWAY STOCK. 
































































Shares. Railways. Paid. | Closing Prices. 
Stock | Bristol and Exeter ..........000000+8 92 
Stock } Caledoni 128 xd 
Stock | Glasgow and South-Western . 119 xd 
Stock | Great Eastern Ordinary Stock . 4l 
Stock Do., East Anglian Stock, No. 2 7 
Stock | Great Northern 123 
Stock | Do., A Stock* 1 1393 
Stock | Great Southern and Western of Ireland} 100 92 
Stoek | Great Western— Original ...............s00 100 593 
Stock | Do., West Midland—Oxford... 100 41 
Stock Do.,'do.—NewPport ..........s0000e 100 36 
Stock Do., do.— _ ES 100 102 
Stock ire and Yorkshire .... sexe] 100 1214 
Stock | London and Blackwall ..............0...s00+«- 100 88 
Stock | London, Brighton, and South Coast...... 100 96 
Stock mdon, Chatham, and Dover.......... eevee] 100 36 
Stock | London and North-Western....... sees] 100 122 
Stock | London and South-Western ........ wees] 100 934 
Stock | Manchester, Sheffield, and Lincoln......... 100 64 
Stock | Metropoli 100 1345 

10 Do., New £4:10 3 pm 
Stock wie piahigane id Derb: 190 i 

“ an BO soscccseveee 100 

Stock | North British y 100 584 xd 
Stock | North London 100 124 xn 

10 Do., 1864 5 7 xn 
Stock | North Staffordshire.............sesssssesseees 100 75 
Stock | Scottish Central 100 152 
Stock | South Devon ...... 100 52 
Stock | South-Eastern 100 75 
Stock | Taff Vale. 100 143 

10 Cc 3 34 pm 
Stock | Vale of Neath 100 103 
Stock | West Cornwall 100 53 

















* A receives no dividend until 6 per cent. has been paid to B. 





Monzy Market AND City INTELLIGENCE. 

No change was made in the banking rate of discount at the 
weekly meeting of the directors on Thursday, the bank returns 
for the week not being satisfactory. The reserve of notes and 
coin has fallen to £6,919,330, while it has yet to bear the weight 
of the public dividends as well as those of the banks next 
week. In the corresponding week of last year the rate of dis- 
count was 4 per cent. only, and the reserve stood at £9,002,828; 
in the corresponding week of 1864 the rate of discount was £6 
per cent., and the reserve stood at £7,263,543. The latest returns 
of the Board of Trade show a great expansion of trade, while 
joint-stock companies, on the “limited”’ scale, are still briskly 
cropping up. There is very little likelihood, therefore, that the 
bank rate will soon undergo another reduction. After the court 
separated the demand for money was rather brisk, bills having 
been kept back untilthen. In Lombard-street there was a better 
inquiry than in other quarters. The lowest rates were 5} and 
6 cent. fot first-class paper. The joint-stock banks made 

vances at 5% and 5}. 

The stock markets have been generally firm, although the re- 
lations between Austria and Prussia continue in statu quo, but 
as there has been a slight improvement in the Paris and some of 
the German bourses, a rupture between the Gog and Magog of 
Germany is not now considered likely to take place immediately, 
ifatall. In foreign stocks, however, the chief features have 
been the buoyancy of the passives and certificates on the expecta- 
tion of a speedy conclusion of the war between Spain and Chili 
and Peru. Mexican have been depressed owing to a misinter- 

ion of the announcement that the French emperor has re- 
solved to withdraw his troops from Mexico. 

American securities have been firm owing to the reduction in 
the price of gold at New York, which indicates a decided resolu- 
tion on the part of the American Government to maintain a 
currency of specie. 

British railway shares have become somewhat more in request, 
and the quotations are a fraction higher. There has been a fall 
in Oriental Bank Corporation shares, English Joint-Stock, and 
ete Ln But shares in the Oriental Commercial Bank, 

rovincial of Ireland, and New Zealand Corporation have ad- 
vanced considerably. Financial shares appear to be rapidly 
shaking off the effects of the failure of the Joint-Stock Discount 
Company, and, on Nags de ‘tee a general average rise 

ime 


of 5s. The croaking of t # on the failure of the Joint- 
Stock Discount © y appears to have affected the shares of 
all the financial companies very unfavourably. ‘There not being 


any solid grounds, ever, for such panic, these shares are 
rapidly — their ious status in public estimation. 
At the E ge the rate of discount on Thursday was 
5 to 5} per cent., with a steady demand. At the Consol settle- 
ment terms of continuation, until the next account, the 9th 
Mey were 5 to 54 per cent. 
he inference to be deduced from the firm and constant de- 
mand for money, without a panic, is—that trade is sound and 
Pang not a active. The progress of company-manu- 
- however, will undoubtedly keep the rate of discount 
high for a very considerable time to come; and, unless the banks’ 





returns become more favourable, the bank rate will be advanced 
to at least 7 per cent. This, indeed, may not be necessary at the 
next weekly meeting; but, however, there are breakers a-head, 
and speculators will do well to act with caution. Investors are 
sorely tempted by the flattering prospectuses and dividends of 
some of the “limited’’ companies; but, however, to all havi 
money to spare, we recommend a remembrance of Sir Ed 
Bulwer Lytton’s advice in ‘ Money,” and hope that they will 
“take care of their pockets.” 





Tue Fortrucomine Easter TERM.—On Wednesday, on the 
re-opening of the law offices, the lists of arrears of rules in the 
three common law courts were exhibited. In the Queen’s Bench, 
of new trials there is only 1 for judgment and 26 for argument ; 
in the special paper 1 for judgment and 46 for argument, and 11 
enl rules. In the Common Pleas there are 14 new trial 
rules, and 4 matters awaiting the decision of the court; 17 de- 
murrers have been entered. In the Exchequer there is 1 error 





and appeal for judgment oy wee for ent ; onl pone 
in the mptory paper. in the speci per ; of new 
trials 1 in dalgment and 7 for argument. The Lord Chancellor 


will receive the judges on Monday, the 16th instant; Easter 
Term is fixed by Act of Parliament for the 15th instant, but 
happening this year on a Sunday, Monday will be the com- 
mencement of the term. It is understood that the — 
respecting the opening of St. Martin’s-Hall on Sunday for 
lectures will be y somes FE on a special case in the Court of 
Queen’s Bench in the course of the term. The lists will be 
increased by applications arising from the spring circuit. 


BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


BIRTHS. 
DUNCAN—On April 1, at Lupus-street, St. George’s-square, the wife 
of W. E. Duncan, Esq., Solicitor, of a son, 
HALL—On March 29, at Kensinyton-gardens-square, the wife of W. 
C. Hall, Esq _, Solicitor, of a daughter. 
DEATHS. 
ROGERS—On March 29, at East Moulsey, Surrey, W. Rogers, Esq.y 
Barrister-at-Law, aged 69. 
YETTS—On March 27, at Homerton, Middlesex, James M., son of 
Joseph M. Yetts, Esq., Solicitor, aged 1s. 


UNCLAIMED STOCK IN THE BANK OF ENGLAND. 


The amount of Stock heretofore standing in the following Names will bs 
transferred to the Parties claiming the same, unless other Claimants appear 
within Three Months: — 

Trsson, Repecca CatHeRrtng, Manor-place, Chelsea, Spinster, de- 
ceased. £298 2s,7d, Reduced £3 per Cent. Annuities—Claimed by 

G. E. Breffit, the surviving executor. 


LONDON GAZETTES, 


GMinding-up of Point Stock Compantes. 
Fripay, March 30, 1866, 
Limitep In CHANCERY. 
Company (Limited).—Order to wind up, made by the 
Bell, Abchurch-lane, solicitor 














Hill Potte 
Master of the Kolls, dated March 24, 
for the petitioners. 

Contract Corporation (Limited).—The Master of the Rolls has, by 
an order dated March 26, appointed William Turq’ i, Tokenh 
yard, to be provisional Official Liquidator. 

Bychton Coal, Cannel, and Iron Company, hong i (Limited).—Vice- 
Chancellor Wood has, by an order dated March 22, appointed 
Edward Roberts, Commerce-ct, Lord-st, Liverpool, to be Official 
Liquidator. 

British and Foreign Mining Financial Association (Limited). -- Vice- 
Chancellor Kindersley has fixed April 10 at 12, at his chambers, for 
the appointment of an Official Liquidator, 

London Cotton Manufacturing Company (Limited). —Vice-Chancellor 
Wood has fixed April 9 at 1, at his chambers, for the appointment 
of an Official Liquidator. 

Burnham Tidal Harbour Company (Limited).—The Master of the 
Kolls has, by an order dated March 20, eppetnses William Hopkins 
Holyland, 13, Gresham-st, to be Official Liquidator, 

Burnham Tidal Harbour Company (Limited),—Creditors are required, 
on or before May 10, to send their names and addresses, and the 
particulars of their debts or claims, to William Hopkins Holyland, 
13, Gresham-st. May 28 at 1} is appointed for hearing and adjudi- 
cating upon the debts and claims. 

Tuespay, April 3, 1866. 
UnNvIMITep In CHANCERY. 

Fire Annihilator Company.—The Master of the Rolls purposes, on 
Thursday, April 26 at 1, at his chambers, to proceed to make a call 
on all the contributories of the said company who have been 
settled on the list of contributories; and that the said judge 
purposes that such call shall be for £18 28. 6d, per share, 


Oreditors under states in Odaucery. 
Last Day of Proof. 


Farpay, March 30, 1866, 
Bell, Robt, Irthrington, Cumberland, Yeoman. April24, Bell » Bell, 
V.C. Stnart, 





Brockly, Geo, Warren-st, Fitzroy-sq, Piano Forte Maker. April 28. 
Boyle » Brockly, V, C. Kindersley, 
Cocke, ohn Ross, Hereford, Gent. April 23. George v Symons, 
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Crowther, Wm, apr Aa, Gloucester, Esq. May 12. Marshall 
o Crowther, V. C. S 


Haliburton, Thos Chandler, Isleworth, Middx, Esq. April 23. Owen 
v Haliburton, M. R 


Sampson, Alf, Lewes, Sussex, hg el Merchant. May 3. 
-Sampson v King-Sampson, V. C. 8 
Mg gs Rene , John, Huddersfield, York, Dyer. april 30. Shaw o Mitchell, 


Moly. Wany Lissen-grove, Licensed Victualler. May 12. Moody v 


PE an Sohn, Hassallcg , Chester, Gent. April24. Williamson 


o Lowe, 
Salter, Jas Faliowseld, eri cape Regent’s- pk, Lieut-Gen E. I. C.’s 
rvice. April27. Stanton v Warner, M. 
Senior, Joseph, Kirkheaton, York, Esq. April 23. Ramsbotham v 
Senior, V. C. Kindersley. 
Tuespay, April 3, 1866. 
Evans, Thos, Preston Deanry, Northampton, Farmer. April 24. Evans 
v Harris, V.C. Stuart, ~” . P 
i High-st, Southwark, Bookseller. April 28. Shaw v 
Fisher, V. C. Wood. 


Creditors under 22 & 23 Wirt. cay. 35. 
Last Day of Clam. 
FaipayY, March 30, 1866. 
Anderson, Wm, Gt Driffield, York, Gent. May 21. Jarratt, Driffield. 
Angas, Wm, Bainton, York, Farmer. May 21. Jarratt, Driffield. 
Beaumont, Wm, Pudsey, York, Gent. May 1. Cariss & Tempest, 


Blackwood, Hon Hy Stevenson, Cadogan-pl, Sloane-st, May I. 
Leman & Co, Linosin’s-inn-flelds 
Cooper, Sir Astle Paatens Gadebridge, Hertford, Bart. April 30. 


Turner & Son, Jermyn-s 
rine! 1, Senet Oswin, y Norfolk, Esq. May 9. Arceer, 
8 Lynn. 
George, Catharine, entowy Velfrey, Pembroke, Widow. May 1. 
PR. Harertocewes Hereford, Ti 
‘upsle; erefo! mber Merchant. April 24, 
ee v ' a 
Greensill, Wm, oe a Stafford, Coal Master. May 1. Rutter 
& Neve, Wolverhampto: 
ee, Edwd, York, vol Dealer. May 1. L. & W. Thompson, 
Hiestenp, Sir Wm Edmund Cradock, Four Oaks Hall, Warwick, Bart. 
June Miles & Co, Leicester. 
Hitchin, “David, Coventry, Warwick, Watch Manufacturer. April 28. 
Minster & Son, Cove nea A 
— John, edfordat. rd-sq, Picture Restorer. May 1. Wells, 


rcy -8t, 
Nicholson, 5, Christoph er simone, Lower Grosvenor-st, Captain 
May 15. Henderson & Leach, Lanees ter- 
| yo 
Shade, 


Chas, Priory-st, Bromley. April 30. Wilson, Basinghall-st 
Smith, Chas, Birm, Auctioneer. April 19. Cottrell, B 
Smith, Frances Diana, Chester-sq. July !. Smith, Stone buildings, 


Lincoln’s-inn. 
April 30. Medwin & Clark- 


Stone, Saml, Warnham, Sussex, Farmer. 
son, Horsham. 

Tennent, Hamilton, Gt Stanmore, Retired Colonel. May 29. Taylor 
& Co, Furnival’s-inn. 

— Gt Driffield, York, Brewer. May 21. 


Tho: , Wm, Birdsill, York, Farmer. May 21. Jarratt, Driffield. 
To Mary, Exton, Southampton, Spinster. May]. Farrer &Co, 
Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 
Wyethem. . See, Esq, Rogate, Sussex, Colonel. May 12. Albery, 
Tvuxspay, April 3, 1866. 
Bassett, Martha, Netherhall, Pakenham, Suffolk, Widow. April 30, 
Kitcheners & Fenn, Newmarket, 
Bassett, Wm Chinery, Netherhall, Pakenham, Suffolk, Esq. April 30. 
Kitcheners & Fenn, Newmarket. 
See John Taylor, — Bedford. May 5. Fortune, Ser- 
jeants’-inn, Chancery: 
— ~~ john, , Ringiten-apen- lel, Shopkeeper. June 1. Burland, 
1?) 
Creel Gerard Oswin, Appleton, Norfolk, Esq. May 9. Archer, 
ing’s Lynn. 
a ~ “am Bromborough, Chester, Miller. May 1. 
Lpoo! 
OL John Thos, Whitkirk, York, Coal Owner. June 30, Payne & 


Garrett, Geo, Na Yarmouth, Norfolk, Surgeon. May 16. Barnes, 


Jarratt, 


Morecroft, 


Qt bey ny 7 2a, . 
Harvey, W: ichmond, Surrey, Artist. April 30. Jennings, New 

Boswell-ct,’ Say s-inn. * cf ” 
Mills, Gi wnham-rd, Kingsland, Traveller. May 15. Bel- 


ann, “he ve Lie, oid Broad-st. 


—— ton, Warwick, Gent, June 2. Scarborough, Blooms- 
ohn, Dudley Worcester, Cordwainer. April 25. Tandy, 
me m, Esq, Lisbon, Portugal, Consul-General. May 2. Syms, 


Farnival’s-inn. 


Tonge, Joseph, Fed Seeeheh Lincoln. May 8. Tallents & Co, 
Newark-apon.‘re 

Worley, Thos, trols, Kensington, Butcher. May 31. Tatton, 
Lowe wer Phillimore-pl, Kensington. 


Deeds registered pursuant to Bankruptey Act, 1861. 
Farpayx, March 30, 1866. 
pe ioe High Easter, Essex, Shopkeeper. March 2. Comp. 
a yt ~ Kingswinford, Stafford, Draper. March 5. Asst. 





Barber, Hy, & Chas Watcham, Queen’s-ter, Bayswater, Builders 


March 24. Com March 28. 
Bartltt, Thos Barth Air-st, Regent-st, Tailor. March 15. Asst. 


Braybrooke, Geo, Cavendish, Suffolk, Innkeeper. March 1. Asst. 


Reg March 28. 
Calver, Thos, Ha Harrow-rd, Paddington, Upholsterer. March 3. Comp. 
Reg 
Qageeare : John, Ovingdean, Sussex, Farmer. March 3. Asst. Reg 
Davidson, Peter, Leeds York, Bank Manager. March 7. Asst. Reg 


March 29. 
Dearden, Jas, Bolton, Lancaster, Rag Dealer. March 5. Asst. Reg 
Asst. Reg 


27. 
Durden, Chas, Walworth-rd, Cheesemonger. March }. 
arch 
Fullcke, Thos Clark, Gt Marlow, Bucks, Grocer. March 1. Comp. 
March 28. 
Hardy Joh sie , Hornsey-rd, Holloway, Boot Maker. March 22. Comp. 
Reg Mi 


Houghton, Edwin, ag Middx, out of business. March 2I, 


Comp. Reg March 29 
P , Lpool, Biscuit Manufacturer. March 23. Comps 
Reg "Marc! 


h 27, 
Jones, Hy, | Oy ata -Clwyd, Denbigh, Farmer. March 3. Asst; 
Kingsford, + aga Ardleigh, Essex, Merchant. March 23. Asst. 


Knight, The = Norest-hill, Surrey, Grocer. March 17. Comp. Reg 

‘arch 

Lamberth, “wm, Garant; Bayswater, Greengrocer. March 9, 
Comp. ‘Reg March 

Langtry, Robt Geo, & Geo Newsom, Lpool, Flour Millers. March 4, 
Asst. Reg Marc’ 

Lloyd, Oliver Wimburn, St Swithin’s-lane, Gent. Jan 4 Comp. 


Reg March 29. 
a mag | ened, Picture Frame Maker. March 15. Comp. Reg 
Marsh, , & Wm Bodenham, Bilston, Stafford, Grocers. “March 


2. Asst. Reg March 29. 
ag gh Toal, Consett, Durham, Tailor. March 1. Asst. Reg 


MeTurk, Wn, Manch, Umbrella Manufacturer. March 5. Asst. Reg 


Marc! 
sag nog ty Geo, E Huddersfield, York, Cotton Doubler. March 5. Asst. 
eg M 
Nichel, Jose pt & Sah Saheins Miller, South Shields, Durham, 


Builders. March 1 
Noonan, John, City-rd, Tailor. a yy 2. _ Reg March 28. 


jueves, ~y Bolton, Lancaster, Beerseller. March 1. Conv. Reg 


Rose, Ewin, Church-st, Hackney, Draper. Feb 27. Asst. Reg 
arch 
eer, Geo — Leadenhall-st, Coal Merchant. March 14. 


a Bookseller. March 5. Comp. Reg 


Searched ee Geo a Heytesbury, Wilts, Carpenters. 
my Dudley. We Weresater, Milliner. March 10. Comp. 
re Blackhill, Durham, Ironmonger. March 2. Comp. Reg 
Simpson, Wm s HY, Kegworth, Leicester, Plumber. March 7. Asst. 


Reg March 28 
Smith, Anthony John, Hereford-rd, Bayswater, Tailor. March 8. 
Comp. Reg March 29, 
Trumble, Geo, & Thos Shepherd Trumble, Lpool, Dealers in Paper 
Hangings. Feb27. Asst. Reg March 27. 
bi Hy, Chatham, Kent, Bookseller. March 23. Comp. 
Vickers, Cuthbert Bainbridge, Old Jewry-chambers, Merchant. March 
ms Inspectorship. Reg March 28. 
ilson, Hy, Black Swan-yard, Bermondsey-st, Hide Merchant. March 
" Comp. Reg March 27 
Turspay, April 3, 1866. 
Alford, Hy, Bristol, Baker. March 24. Asst. Reg March 31, 
Appley gg "Newman, Esq, Margate, Kent. Feb 27. 


g March 2 
Calvert, Win, & John Powell, York, Drapers. March 3. Comp. Reg 
Dyson, Saml, Halifax, York, Woollen Manufacturer. March 10, 


Asst. ° 

Hall, John, Hal!, & Thos Shaw, Lenton, Nottingham, Starch 
Manufacturer. March 10. Comp. La March 31 

Hudson, John, ay dence Grocer. March 8 


Mitchall, John, Sunderiand, Darham, Watchmaker. March 10. Asst. 
oe Thos, Skipsea, York, Groeer. March 12. Conv. Reg 
Pickford, , Sim, Glenfield, Leicester, Coal Merchant. March 7, Cony 
Rewett, Thos, Bristol, Baker. March 14. Asst. Reg March 31. 


Sharp, John, Leeds, Grocer. March 26. Comp. Reg March 31. 
Taylor, — Chawson, Worcester, Farmer. March 14. Comp. 


Reg March 3 
— Cipher, Coventry, Watch Manufacturer. March 6. 
Rrupts. 
Farmar, March 30, 1866, 
To Surrender in London. 
Backhurst, W: » eels keene Builder. Pet March 23 
“April 35'at 11. Ashurst & Co, Old Jewry. 
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Bateman, Edwd, Milton-rd, Stoke Newington, out of business. 
Pet March 23. April.25at 11. White, Dane’s-inn, Strand. 
name. Philip Edwd, Myddleton-sq, Clerkenvvell, Comm Agent. Pet 


h 27. April 17 at 12. Miller, Clifford’s-in: 

Brown, Anselm Wm, Prisoner for Debt, Eaeien Adj March 22. 
April 25 at 12. 

— Chas, Prisoner for Debt, London. Adj March 22. April 25 

Chater, John Foriest, Braintree, Essex, Nurseryman, Pet March 26. 
April 25 at 1. Duffield & Bruty, Tokenhouse- 

Chiswell, John, Portobello-rd, Notting hill, Butcher. Pet March 26, 
April llat 1. Wetherfield, Coleman-st. 

Drew, Robt, Prisoner for a London. Pet March 27. Aprilll at 1. 
Harrison, Basinghall-s 

Edwards, Chas Saml, Southall, Middx, Greengrocer. Pet March 27. 
April 25 at 2. Hope, Ely-pl. 

Ferris, Richd Andrew, East Dulwich, Surrey, Wire Weaver. Pet 
March 27. April25at1. Lewis, Gt James-st. 

Fuller, Benj, Long-lane, Southwark, Hat Manufacturer, Pet March 

7. Aprilltat2. Walters & Gush, Basinghall-st. 

Garlick, John, Gatton-rd, Camberwell, no business. Pet March 27. 
Aprilllati. Ody, Trinity-st, Southwark. 

Graveley, Edwd Hy, Southampton, Fishmonger. Pet March 28. 
April ll at 2. Paterson & Son, Bouverie-st, Fleet-st, for Mackey, 
Southampton. 

Holland, Wm, Whitmore-rd, Hoxton, Carpenter. Pet March 28. 
April 1! at 2. Cooke, New Broad-st. 

Lewis, Geo Richd, Basinghall-st, Eating-house Keeper. Pet March 
27. Aprill7 at 12. Harrison, Basinghall-st. 

Mahony, Thos Geo, jun, Bexiey-hoath, Kent, Plumber. Pet March 27. 
Ap 25 at I. Munday, Essex-st, Strand. 

ey a Francis, Oxford-st, Tobacconist. Adj March 22. April 

mit, Jas, Upper James-st, Golden-sq, Bricklayer. Pet March 24. 
April 25 at ll. Munday, Essex-st, Strand. 

McLean, Robt, Alversto! 2, Hants, Hotel Keeper. Pet March 27. 
April ll atl. White, Danes-inn, Strand. 

Newman, Wm, Gt Dover-st, Southwark, Gas Fitter. Pet March 28. 
April ll at 2. Shiers, New-inn, Strand. 

Norman, Wm, Rupert-st, Haymarket, Engine Turner. Pet March 28. 
April 25at2. Wright, Chancery-lane. 

r, Onesiphorus, Prisoner for Debt, London. Adj March 22. 


April 25 at 12. 

Rameell, Thos, King’s Lynn, Norfolk, Butcher. Pet March 28, April 
25 at2. Nichols & Clark, Cook’s-ct, Lincoln’s-inn. 

Ra: , ‘“m, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet March 26 (for pau). 

pril 35 atl. Parkes, Beaufort-buildings Strand. 

Rook, Hy, Upchurch, Kent, Carpenter. Pet Feb 27. April 17 atl. 
Hughes & Co, St Swithin’s-lane, 

Russell, John Franklin, Clarence 
March 26. April ilat 1. Marshall, Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 

Spencer, Ji a. Stock Orchard-st, Caledonian-rd, Builder. Pet March 
28. April17 at 12. Thomson & Son, Cornhill. 

"2, Golde Southall, Middx, Butcher. Pet March 26. April 10 at 

ldrich, Strand. 
Walker, Richd, Ampthill, Bedford, Railway Sub-Contractor. Pet 
26. April iL atl. Thomas & Hollams, Mincing-lane. 


os, , Prisoner for Debt, London. Adj March 22. April 
5 To Surrender in the Country. 
Barnes, Wm, Guildford, Surrey, out of business. Pet March 23, 
rd, April7 ati. White, Guildford 
ick, Richd Butterworth, Manch, Yarn Agent. Pet March 20. 
Manch, April 13 at 11. Bagshaw & Wigglesworth, Manch. 
Briant, Arthur, Brighton, Sussex, ‘Tobacconist. Pet March 26, 
hton, April 13 at 11. Mills, Brighton. 
» Joseph, Brownhills, Stafford, + came Pet March 27. 


Hanley, lo ag 14atll. Salt, Tuns 
Burwill, Wm, Prisoner for Debt, Maidstone. Adj March 19. Dover, 
ag 10 =~ 12. Greenhow, Dover. 


Camp, T' se ed Derby, Farmer. Pet March 27. Birm, April 
17 at 11. Gamble & Leech, Derby. 

Chisell, Hy ones Tavistock, Devon, Boot Maker. Pet March 27. 
Exeter, April 10-at 11. Flond, Exete’ 

Coakes, Geo Matthew, Portsea, Hants, Baker. Pet March 27. Ports- 
mouth, April 14 at Ve White, Portsea 


Cosulich, Ignatius, Lpool, Boarding-house Keeper. Pet March 26, 
Lpool, April 1 at 3. Grocott, Lpoo 


Davies, Robt, jun, Wakefield, York, 1 ss Pet March 24. Wake- 
field, April’ 14 at tl. Barrett, Wakefield. 
, Jobn, Colchester, Essex, Watchmaker. Pet March 26, Col- 
chester, April 14 at 11.30, Jones, Colchester, 
Ellis, Edmund, Bedford, Warwick, out of business. Pet March 27. 
Birm, April 20 at 12. Jackson, Westbromwich. 
Pet March 23. 


Fisher, Thos, Thornton-le- Clay, York, Innkeeper. 
New Malton, A _ ril 16 at 11. Grayston, j jun, York. 
Flower, Wm, Bristol, Licensed Le gpa Pet March 27. Bristol, 


ale 10 at li. Beckingham, Bristo 
Morgan, Market Deeping, Lincoln, Harness Maker. Pet 
ag ay gg Es may il, avec, Nottingham. 
Hargreaves, Wm, Kniver, Stafford, Tailor. Pet March 27. Stour- 


. April 16 at 10. Collis, Stourbridge. 
Hoyle, John, & Wm Goose, Crawshawbooth, nr Rawtenstall, Lan- 


Manufacturers. Pet March 24. Manch, April 20 ‘ab 11. 
By ay me 
3 1p! ussex, Beershop Kee Pet March 26. Warth- 
ing, April i12at il. Lamb, Brighton. one - 


Jobling, Joseph, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, out of business. Pet March 
2%. Newcastie-upon-Tyne, April |i3at12. Scaife & Britton, New- 
castie-upon-Tyne. 

Jones, Wm Puaner, Wolverhampton, Stafford, Ketail Brewer. Pet 
March 2%. Wolverhampton, April 10 at 12. Walker, Wolver- 


hampton. 
Jones, Wm Saml, Lpool, adr Pilot. Pet March 24. Lpool, 
April 10 at 3. Gray, 
J , Jobn Barrington, 
» April 10 at yry 


= risoner for Fem Gloucester. Pet March 27. 
Clifton, Bristo! 


-rd, Hackney, Cheesemonger. Pet |, Willian 





, Smith, 


~~ eh aaa for Debt, Lancaster. Adj March 14. Blackburn, 
ril 12 at 11 


Leadbeatter, Thos, West Derby, er Aspouney 0h ‘Law. Pet 
March 28, Lpool, April 13 at 3. Grocott, 
Lloyd, en Lpool, Butcher, 


Lpool. 
° ody Pet March 24, Lpool, April 10 at 3. 
tay, L 

Mackett, Geo, Shanklin, Isle of Wight, Builder. Pet March 24, New- 
port, April Il at ll. Hooper, Newport. 

Marland, Saml, Manch, Oil Refiner. Pet March 26, Manch, April 16 
atl. Stone & Bartley, Lpool. 

Marriott, Thos, Prisoner for Debt, Nottingham, Adj March 20, 
Nottingham, April 17 at 11. 

Pantry, Josiah Dodson, Haxey, Lincoln, Farmer. Pet March 21, 
Gainsborough, April 10 at 10. Bladon, Gainsborough. 

Monks, John, Warrington, Lancaster, Coach Builder. Pet March 24, 
Warrington, April 11 at 12, Shepherd & Moore, Warrington. 

Pearce, Francis Drake, Honiton, Devon, Farmer. Pet March 28. Exe- 
ter, April ll at 11. Floud, Exeter. 

Phillips, Hy, Birm, Professor of Music. Pet March 29. Birm, April 
16 at 12. James & Griffin, Birm. 

Robb, Wm, wee poe Durham, Grocer. Pet March 27, 
Sunderland, April 17 at 3. Bell, Sunderland. 

Routley, Wm, Bristol,Comm Agent. Pet March 26. Bristol, April 
ll at ll. Henderson, Bristol. 

Rowlands, Wm, Machynlleth, Montgomery, Hotel Keeper. Pet March 
27. Lpool, April 13 at 12. Jones, Oswestry. 

Rust, Thos, Upton St Leonard’s, Gloucester, ae Gardener. Pet 
March 27. Aprilll at 12. Taynton, Glouces 

ay” ae Prisoner for Debt, Lincoln, Adj Teb 10. Lincoln, April 
18 at 12, 

Sharman, Joseph, Burslem, Stafford, Butcher, Pet March 28, Hanley, 
April 14 at 11. Ward & Holmes, Burslem. 

Sharpe, Wm, Wm Moore, & John Smith, Bingley, York, Woollen 
Manufacturers. Pet March 21. Leeds, ‘April 12 at Il, Floyd & 
Learoyd, Huddersfield. 

as, Rowley Regis, Stafford, Puddler. Pet March 27. Stour 
bridge, April 16 a 10. Maltby, Stourbridge. 

Smith, David, Bilston, Stafford, Cordwainer. Pet March 26. Birm, 
April 16 at 12. Pearman, Stourbridge. 

Sorby, Richd John, Hulme, Lancaster, Registrar of Births and Deaths. 
Pet March 20. Manch, April 10 at 11, Eltoft, Manch. 

Spencer, Joseph, Prisoner for Debt, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. Adj March 
- Newcastle-upon-Tyne, April ll at 12. Hoyle, Newcastle-upon- 

‘yne. 

Symons, Jas, Walcot, Bath, Grocer. Pet March 28. Bath, April 17 at 

ll. Bartrum, Bath. 


' Thiselton, Chas, Prisoner for Debt, Lincoln. Adj March10. Lincoln, 





| Watson, Wm, Ecclesfield, York, Anvil + ae 


April 10 at 12. Brown & Son, Lincoln. 


Pet March 28. Shef- 
Pet March 28. Birm, 
Pet March 26, Maxch, 


field, April 12 at 1. Machin, Sheffiel 

ms, Ebenezer Robins, Birm, ae: 
April 16 at12. James & Griffin, Birm. 

Wilde, Jas, Manch, Thread Manufacturer. 
April 12 at 11. Myers, Manch. 

Wood, Geo, Stockport, Lancaster, Joiner. Pet March 28, Stockport, 
April 13 at 12, Howard, Stockport. 

Young, Cornelius John, Prisoner for Debt, Winchester. Adj Feb 19. 
Portsmouth, April 14 at 11. Cousins, Portsea. 


Tuxspay, April 3, 1866. 
To Surrender in London. 
Adams, Wm, Prisoner for Debt, Winchester. 
25 at ge Joyce, Newport. 
Atkinson, Wm Hy, Blandford, Dorset, Attorney-at-Law. Pet March 
27. April 25 at 2. Vining, Moorgate-st-buildings. 
Bartlett, Wm, Artillery-pl, Woolwich, Butcher. Pet March 26. April 
17 at ll. Olive, Portsmouth-st, Lincoln’ s-inn-fields 
Bolton, Chas, Chatham-rd, Wandsworth-common, out of business. 
Pet March 15, April 18 at 12. Drake, Basinghall-st. 
Brett, Chas Edwd, Park-walk, Chelsea, Journeyman Carpenter. Pet 
March 29. April17at1. Clark, Dean’s-ct, St Paul’s-churchyard. 
Brumbridge, Geo Bartholomew, Waller-st, Notting-hill, Dairyman. 
Pet March 26. April17 at 11. Ditchman, Gray’s-inn-sq. 
Bugler, Abel, Devonshire-ter, Notting-hill,Coal Merchant. Pet March 
26. April i7at ll. Halse & Co, Cheapside. 
Champion, Geo, Trinity Almshouse, Mile End-rd, Outdoor Clerk, Pet 
March 29. April 16 att. Gwillim, Norton Folgnte 
— Chas, Prisoner for Debt, London. ij March 22. April 
Adj March 22, 


lia 
Pet March 


Pet March 26. April 


Eden, Hy Galley, Prisoner fur Debt, London. April 
17 at 2. 

Freeman, Thos, Spa-rd, Bermondsey, Timber Merchant. 
24. May2ati2, Bridger & Co, King William-st. 

Garner, John, Northill, Bedford, Publican. Pet March 29. April 16 
atl, Thomas & Hollams, Mincing-lane. 

Gee, John Fearne, Lawrence Poutney-lane,Comm Agent. Pet March 
27. April 25 at 2, Freeston, Coleman-st. 

Godin, Nicolas Vincent, Bloomsbury-st,Comm Agent. Pet March 29, 
April 18 at il. Munday, Essex-st, Strand, 

Pet March 29, April 


Head, Richd, Waverley-rd Harrow-rd, Gent. 
Highfield, Chas, Prisoner for Debt, London, Adj March 22. April 17 


I7atil. Clark, St Mary’s-sq. 
at 2. 

Lyall, Robt, Walcott, nr North Walsham, Norfolk, Farmer. Pet 
March 29, April 16 at 1, Doyle, Verulam- buildings, Gray’s-inn, 
for Atkinson, Norwich. 

Miller, Hy, Prisoner for Debt. London. Adj March 22, April 17 at 12. 

Miller, Jas, Oundle-ter, South-rd, Forest-hill, Carpenter, Pet March 
28, April 17 at 12, Noton, King William-st. 

Procter, John, Bread-st, Cheapside, Manufacturer 0& Fancy Goods. 
Pet March 29. April 17 at 2. Reed, Guildhall-chambers. 

Ravenhill, Thos Wm, Angel-ct, Gt Windmill-st, Haymarket, Car- 
penter. Pet March 29, y 2atll. Dobie, Guil l-chambers. 
ma John Matthew, New Brentford, x, Haberdasher. Pet 
arch 29. May 2 at ll, Woodbridge & Sons ‘cliford’a-inn, 
silt lk, Hawa Wm, Prisoner for Debt, London. Adj March 2%. April 17 
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ary | John, Prisoner for Debt, London. Adj March 22. April 17 
Smith, Wm, Helpstone, Northampton, Cattle Dealer. Pet March 31. 
april 18 at 11. Wright & Bonner, London-st, Fenchurch-st. _ 


A 

Wi ’ Thane’ 

mi... March }.q- ril An ng! = Reed, — rs. 
oungman, Jo! w, Francis-st, Newington Butts, Tailor, Pet 
March 29. May 2 at 12. Fisher, Camberwell New-rd. 

To Surrender in the Country. 

Allen, Stephen, Prisoner for Debt, Petworth. Adj March 20. Pet- 
worth, April 11 at 10.30. Downer, Petworth. 

Atkin, Wm, & Wm Atkin, jun, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Builders. Pet 
March 29, Newcastle, April 14 at 10. Hoyle, Newcastle-upon- 


Hy, peuminaton Priors, Warwick, Hotel Manager. Pet March 
19 (for pan). April 14 at 11. 
Barrow, Robt, Redditch, Worcester, Painter. Pet March 28. Red- 
ditch, April 24at 11. Powell, Birm. 
Caulcott, Thos, Whitchurch, Shropshire, Builder. Pet March 23. 
Whitchurch, April 16 at 10, Edieston, Nantwich. 
Dinnicombe, Wm, Tiverton, Devon, Saddler. Pet March 29. Tiver- 
ton, April 12 at 11. Loosemore, Tiverton. 
Foster, Edwin, Hethe, Oxford, Grocer. Pet March 28. 
April 18 at 11. Berridge, Bicester. 
Green, Edwd Mortimer, Ashby-de-la-Zouch, Attorney. Pet March 22. 
Birm, April 17 at 11, Brown, Ashby-de-la- Zouch. 
Harris, Hy, West Hartlepool, Durham, Travelling Jeweller. Pet 
March 28. Hartlepool, April 17 at 11. Marshall, West Hartlepool. 
Hare, Michael O., Stratford-upon-Avon, Warwick, Travelling Draper. 
Pet March 28, Stratford-upon-Avon, April i6 at ll. Greves, Strat- 
ford-upon-Avon. 
Holland, Geo, Ninfield, Sussex, Butcher. Pet March 29. Hastings, 
April 14 at 11. Shorter, Hastings. 
Hunter, Wm, Lincoln, Costermonger. Pet March 28, Lincoln, April 
12at 11. Brown & Son, Lincoln. 
Kaye, Walter, Manch, Proprietor of Refreshment Rooms. Pet March 
29. Manch, April 20 at 1!. Leigh, Manch. 
Kendall, Joseph, Hednesford, Stafford, Trainer of Race Horses. Pet 
March 31. Birm, April 16 at 12. Palmer, Rugeley. 
Maxey, John, Cambridge, Agent. Pet March 29. Cambridge, April 
16 at 1. Jerrold, Cambridge, 
Morgan, Evan, Newport, Monmouth, Licensed Victualler. Pet March 
29. Bristol, April 18 at 11. Graham, Newport. 
Oldfield, Hy, Keadby. Lincoln, Butcher. Pet March 23, Thorne, 
April 18 at 1. Woodhead, Doncaster. 
Peyton, Geo, Leamington Priors, Warwick, Carpenter. Pet March 19 
(for pau). Warwick, April i4at1l. Griffin, Coventry. 
Price, Thos, Middlesborough, York, Circus Proprietor. Pet March 31. 
Leeds, April 16 at 11. Simpson, Manch. a 
Rowley, Richd Ghent, Birm, Surveyor’s Clerk. PetMarch 29 _ Birm, 
a 20at10. Sargent, Birm. 
in, Thos Wm, Ashton-under-Lyne, Violinist. Pet Marh 29, Ash- 
ton-under-Lyne. April 26 at 12. Toy, Ashton-under-Lyne. 
Simmonds, Geo, Prisoner for Debt, Canterbury. Adj March 20 (for 
pau). April 20 at 10. 
Steel, John, Stainby, Lincoln, Innkeeper. Pet March 29. Grantham, 
April 16 at 11. Malim, Grantham. . 
Bristol, April 


Strong, Geo, Bristol, Corn Merchant. Pet March 31, 
hn Jas, Prisoner for Debt, Canterbury. Adj March 20 (for 


Bicester, 


l4at 11, Clifton, Bristol 
Swain, Jo 
pau). April 20 at 10. 








. 
NRESHAM LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY, 
87, OLD JEWRY, LONDON, E.C. 
SOLICITORS are invited to introduce, on behalf of their clients, Pro- 
Is for Loans on Freehold or Leasehold Property, Keversions, Life 
Eovvess, or other adequate securities. 
‘ Proposals may be made in the first instance according to the following 
form :— 
FruvosaL For LoaN on MORTGAGES. 

Date...... 

Introduced by (state name and address of solicitor) 

Amount required £ 

Time and mode of repayment (i. e., whether for a term cerwsin, or by 
annual or olher payments) 

Security (state shortly the particulars of security, and, jf lana yr build- 
ings, state the net annual income) 

State what Life Policy (if any) is proposed to be effected with the 
Gresham Office in connexion with the security. 

By order of the Board, 
F, ALLAN CURTIS, Actuary and Secretary. 


\LACK’S FENDER AND FIRE-IRON WARE- 
HOUSE is the MOST ECONOMICAL, consistent with good quality :— 
Iron Fenders, 38.6d.; Bronzed ditto, 8s. 6d., with standards; superior 
Drawing-room ditto, 14s. 6d. to 50s.; Fire Irons, 2s, 6d. to 20s. Paeut 
Dish Covers, with handles to take off, 184. setof six. Table Knives and 
Forks, 8s. per dozen, Roasting Jacks, complete, 78, 6d. Tea-trays, 
6s, Gd. set of three; elegant Papier Maché ditto, 25s. the set. ‘Teapots, 
with plated knob, 5s. 6d. ; Coal Scuttles, 2s, 6d, A set of Kitchen Uten- 
sils for cottage, £3. Slack’s Cutlery has been celevrated for 50 years, 
Ivory Table Knives, 14s., l6s., and 18s, per dozen, White Bone Knives 
and Forks, 8s, 9d. and 12s,; Black Horn ditto, 88. and 10s, All war- 
ranted, 

As the limits of an advertisement will not allow of a detailed list, pur- 
chasers are requested to send for their Catalogue, with 350 drawings, and 
prices of Electro-Plate, Warranted Table Cutlery, Furnishing [roumon- 

ry, &c. Maybe had gratis or ao free, Every article marked im plain 
lh at the same low prices for which their establishment has been 
selebrated for nearly 50 years. Orders above £2 delivered carriage tree 


Per Tall. CHARD & JOHN SLACK, 236, STRAND, LONDON, 
Opposite Somerset House, 











Just published, price 1s., by post, Is. Id., 


A VALUABLE PAMPHLET, by H. BECKER, 

Advocate at the Imperial Court of Paris, and Correspondent of 
many Law Associations establisked in foreign countries, containing an 
exact picture of the legal state of foreigners in France, and particulariy 
of the English, whether as plaintiffs or as defendants, in judicial cases, 
and also the want of effect of English deeds and sentences, as to their 
execution in France. 

The same work contains also a copy of the lately addressed petition to 
the French Senate to improve the present condition of the French laws 
concerning the above subjects, claiming for all foreigners in France, and 
for the English especially, the right of obtaining effective decisions in 


civil cases. 
London: W. Amer, Carey-street, Lincoln’s-inn. 


ENDERS, STOVES, FIRE-IRONS, and CHIM- 
NEY-PIECES,—Buyers of the above ure requested, before 
finally deciding, to visit WILLIAM S. BURTON’S SHOW-ROOMS. 
They contain such an assortment of FENDERS, STOVES, RANGES, 
CHIMNEY-PIECES, FIRE-IRONS, and GENERAL IRONMONGERY 
as cannot be approached elsewhere, either for variety, novelty, beauty of 
design, or exquisiteness of workmanship. Bright Stoves, with ormolu 
ornaments, £3 8s.to £33 10s.; Bronze Fenders, with standards, 7s. to 
£5 128.3; Steel Fenders, £3 3s. to £11; ditto, with rich ormolu orna- 
ments, from £3 3s. to £18 ; Chimney-pieces, from £1 8s. to £100; Fire- 
irons, from 3s. 3d, the set to £4 4s, The BURTON and all other PATENT 
STOVES, with radiating hearth-plates. 


LOCKS, CANDELABRA, BRONZES, & LAMPS. 
—WILLIAM S. BURTON invites inspection of his Stock of these, 
displayed in two large Show-Rooms. Each article is of guaranteed 
quality, and some are objects of pure Vertit, the productions of the first 
manufacturers of Paris, from whom William S. Burton imports them 








t. 
Clocks from........esereeeseeeee 7s. 6d. to £45 0s. Od. 
Candelabra, from ++ 13s. 6d. to £16 10s. Od. per pair. 
Bronzes from ......00-0+see+ 18s. 0d. to £16 16s, Od. 


Lamps, modérateur, from... 6s. 0d. to£ 9 Os. Od. 
Pure Colza Oil, 4s. 9d. per Galion. 


ILLIAM §. BURTON, GENERAL FUR- 
NISHING IRONMONGER, by appointment, to H. R. H. the 
Prince of Wales, sends a CATALOGUE gratis, and post paid. It eon- 
tains upwards of Six Hundred Illustrations of his unrivalled Stock of 
Sterling Silver and Electro-Plate, Nickle Silver, and Britannia Metal 
Goods, Dish-Covers, Hot- Water Dishes, Stoves, Fenders, Marble Chimney- 
Pieces, Kitchen Ranges, Lamps, Gaseliers, Tea Trays, Urns, and Kettles, 
Clocks, Table Cutlery, Baths, Toilet Ware Turnery, Iron and Brass 
Bedsteads, Bedding, Bedroom Cabinet Furniture, &c., with Lists of prices 
and Plans of the Twenty large Show-Rooms, at 39, Oxford-street, W.; 
1, la, 2, 3, ard 4, Newman-street ; 4, 5, and 6, Perry’s-place ; and 1, New- 
man-yard, London. 


LACK’S SILVER ELECTRO PLATE is a coat- 


ing of pure Silver over Nickel. A combination of two metals pos- 
sessing such valuable properties renders it in avoearance and wear equal 








to Sterling Silver. Fiddle Pattern, Thread, King’s. 

od £834 £a 64 38 4 
Table Forks, perdoz...... 110 Oand!i8 © 280 300 
Dessert ditto ...esseeeeee | O OandI 10 0 11550 2322606 
Table Spoons ..... 110 Oandl 13 0 280 300 
Dessert ditto .... . 1 0 Oandi lo 0 115 0 220 
Te& SPOONS ....ceeeseeeee O12 Oandd 18 0 136 110 6 


Every Article for the Table asin Silver, 
warded on receir*. of 20 stamps. 


A Sample Tea Spoon 





Just published, Second Edition, price 3s., 


fen LAW OF TRADE MARKS, with some 
account of its History and Develop in the Decisions of the 
Courts of Law and Equity. By EDWARD LLOYD, Esq., of Lincoin’s- 


inn, Barrister-at-Law, London, 
little publication of Mr. Lloyd, 





**Lam indebted to the very valuabl 
who has collected all the authorities on this subject."—V. C. Woop, in 
Mic Andrew vy. Bassett, March 4. 


London: 59, Carey-street, Lincoln’s-inn, W.C, 


LAW PRINTING. 
y ** 38 AND ALEXANDER, 
Law anp Postic Companies Printers, 

7, 8, 9, Church Passage, Chancery Lane, E.C., 
Invite the attention of the Legal Profession to the superior advantages 


their Office affords for the execution of every description of Prinsing. 
They invite orders for— 


PARLIAMENTARY BILLS, APPEALS, BILLS OF COMPLAINT, ANSWERS 
Aad all Legal Documents, 
MEMORANDUMS AND ARTICLES OF ASSOCIATION, 
PROSPECTUSES, and all work in connection with Public Companies 











Particulars and Conditions of Sale, Aucti: 3’ Catalogues, Posters, dc, 
BILLS OF COMPLAINT AND ANSWERS, 
FOR Cas#, 


PER 4s, 6d. PAGE, 
A Lower Charge than has hitherto been offered by the Trade. 


Paics PUT To Account, 
10 Copies. 20 Copies, 30 Copies, 
8 pages......... £2 28, Os. £2 38. Gd, = £2 As. Gd. 


YATES & ALEXANDER, 
Law, PARLIAMENTARY, AND GENBRAL PRINTERS, 
7,8, 9, Church Passage, Chancery Lane, F.C, 


80 Copies, 
£2 6s, 6d. 


Deed aa eS ne RES EGET ASNT E BE SALES See eS 
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EBENTURES at 5, 53, and 6 per Cent. 
CEYLON COMPANY LIMITED. 
SUBSCRIBED CAPITAL £750,000. 
DSBECTORS. 
Chairman—LAWFORD ACLAND, Esq. 
Major-General Henry Pelham | Duncan James Kay, Esq. 
urn. Stephen P. Kennard, Esq. 
Harry George Gordon, Esq. Patrick F. Robertson, Esq., M.P. 
George Ireland, Esq. Robert smith, Esq. 
MANAGER. 
C. J. BRAINE, Esq. 

The Directors are prepared to ISSUE DEBENTURES on the following 
terms, viz., for 1 year at 5 per Cent., for 3 years at 54 per Cent., and for 
5 years and upwards at 6 per Cent. per annum. 

Applications for particulars to be made at the Office of the Company, 
No. 7, East India-avenue, Leadenhall-street, London, E.C. 

Order, R, A. CAMERON, Secretary. 


| Anais REVERSIONARY INTEREST 
SOCIETY, 10, LANCASTER-PLACE, STRAND. 
Established 1835, Capital £500,000. 
DIRECTORS. 





Daniel Smith Bockett, Esq. Francis Bennett Goldney, Esq. 
Major C. L. Boileau. Chas, Richard Harford, jun., Esq. 
Lieut.-Colonel Chase. Henry Pigeon, Esq. 
William Henry Cole, Esq. Henry Roberts, Esq. 
Thomas Curtis, Esq. George Roots, Esq. 
Auditors—Charles Armstreng, Esq.; William Richard Bingley, Esq.; 
Alfred Langdale, Esq. 


Solicitors—Messrs. Clayton & Son. 
Bankers—Messrs. Coutts & Co. 
Actuary—F. Hendriks, Esq. 
This Society purchases reversionary property, ‘ife interests, and life 
policies of assurance, and grants loans on these securities. 
Forms of proposal may be obtained at the office, 
JOHN CLAYTON, } Joint 
FRANCIS S. CLAYTON, § Secretaries. 


ORTGAGE DEBENTURES, secured on large 
FREEHOLD PROPERTY in London, and bearing Interest at 
SIX PER CENT.—A limited amount will still be received, in sums of 
£50 and upwards, by the Inns of Court Hotel Company (Limited), on 
their Debentures, which are issued for three, five, or seven years, and 

have Coupons attached for payment of interest half-yearly, 

H. T. L, BEWLEY, Secretary. 
63, Linceln’s-inn-fields, W.C., April, 1866. 


i xy SOLICITORS, &c., requiring DEED BOXES, 
will find the best-made article lower than any other house. Lists 
of Prices and sizes may be had gratis cr sent post free. 
RICHARD & JOHN SLACK, 336, Strand, opposite Somerset House, 
Established nearly 50 years. Orders ebove £2 sent carriage free, 











UTUAL LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY, 
39, King-street, Cheapside. 

Invested capital, £554,146. 

The bonus on policies paid during the past year varied, according to 
standing and age, from £4 to £62 per cent. on the sum assured, the 
average being £41 10s.; that is £141 10s. has been paid on each £100 
assured, taking one policy with another. 

CHARLES INGALL, Actuary. 
aie Commission to solicitors is five per Cent. on all New and Renewal 
miums. 


HE GENERAL ESTATES COMPANY (Li- 

mited).—The DIRECTORS are PREPARED to ISSUE the 
DEBENTURE BONDS of this Company, bearing interest at 6 per cent. 
per annum, for terms of one, two, three, and five years. Applications to 
be addressed to the Secretary, at the offices of the Company, Lombard 
“House, George-yard, Lombard-street, London, E.C, 

By order, 

Cc. W, CARPENTER, Secretary, 


“‘ London Gazette” (published by authority) and London and Country 
Advertisement Office, No, 119, Chancery-lane, Fleet-street. 
HEXEY GREEN (many years with the late George 

Reynell), Advertisement Agent, begs to direct the attention of 
the Legal Profession to the advantages of his long experience of upwards 
of twenty years, in the special insertion of all pro ferma notices, &c., and 
hereby solicits their continued support.—N.B. One copy of advertisement 
only required, and the strictest care and promptitude assured. 


OLICITORS’ BOOK-KEEPING (Three Methods), 
by G. J. KAIN, F.S.S. 

Kain’s Triple Column System, 7th Edition, 6s, 

Kain’s Single and Double Column Systems (ia one volume), First issue, 
7s. 6d. (just published). 

Kain’s Rental System (bound up with each of the above), 
Kain, Sparrow, Witt, & Co., 69, Chancery-lane, W.C.; Watertow & 

Sons, London-wall, and through all Booksellers. 


HE COMPANIES ACT, 1862.—Every requisite 

under the above Act supplied on the shortest notice. The 

BOOKS AND FORMS kept in stock for immediate use. ARTICLES 

OF ASSOCIATION speedily printed in the proper form for (registra- 

tion and distribution. SHARE CERTIFICATES engraved and printed. 
OFFICIAL SEALS designed and executed. No charge for sketches, 

Aso & FLint, Stationers, Printers, Engravers, &c., 49, Fleet-street, 

London, E.C. (corner of Serjeants’-inn). 

















In one volume, crown 8vo, price 3s. 


A TREATISE ON THE ENGLISH LAW OF 
DOMICIL. Dedicated, by permission, to Vice-Chancellor Sir 
Lichard Torin Kindersley. By OLIVER STEPHEN ROUND, Esq., of 
Rincoln’s-inn, Barrister-at-Law. 
London: 59, Carey-street, Lincoln’s-inn, ‘W.C. 








Aegal und General Dife Assurance Society, 


10, FLEET STREET, LONDON, E.C, ’ 





Directors. 


AUSTIN, CHARLES, Esgq., Q.C. 

BEAUMONT, JAMES, Esq. 

BIGG, EDWARD SMITH, Esq. 

BOLTON, JOHN HENRY, Esq. 

BRODERIP, FRANCIS, Esq. 

BRUCE, The Right Hon. Sir J. L. KNIGHT, Lord Justice. 

CHANNELL, The Hon. Mr. Baron. 

CHICHESTER, J. H. R., Esq. 

COOKSON, WILLIAM STRICKLAND, Esq. 

DUGMORE, WILLIAM, Esq., Q.C. 

FOLLETT, ROBERT BAYLY, Esq., Taxing Master in 
Chancery. 

FRERE, BARTLE JOHN LAURIE, Esq. 





GOULBURN, Mr. Serjeant, Commissioner in Bankruptcy. 
GREENE, THOMAS WEBB, Esq., Q.C. 

LAMB, GEORGE, Esq. 

LEMAN JAMES, Esq. 

OSBORNE, JOHN, Esgq., QC. 

PARKER, KENYON &,, Esq., Q.C., Examiner in Chancery 
PEMBERTON, EDWARD LEIGH, Esq. 

RIDDELL, Sir WALTER BUCHANAN, Bart: 

ROSE, The Hon. Sir GEORGE. 

SCADDING, EDWIN WARD, Esq. 

SMITH, The Hon. Mr, Justice MONTAGUE, 

TILSON, THOMAS, Esq. 


Solicitors. 
Messrs. DOMVILLE, LAWRENCE, & GRAHAM. 


EXISTING ASSURANCES.....cccccsssssscsscscseres £3,540,000 
CORRESPONDING BONUS cescccsccsccscecscsecees 425,000 
OUAIMG, 05 PAID “iisseccsesvessoscveccccice evo 1,808,000 


INVESTED FUNDS woecccssscssssseessscesssesseeees £1,890,000 
RANGA ARCOM 0055 sce ch isin ardetecice 170,000 
SUBSCRIBED CAPITAL ...seccscsesseeeessseeeeees 1,000,000 





INCREASINGLY LIBERAL REGULATIONS have, from time to time, been introduced by the Society. The peculiar 


privileges now allowed by its Policies are fully stated in the Prospectus, which, with all other information, wil 


application, 


forwarded on 


NINE-TENTHS OF THE TOTAL PROFITS are in fature to be appropriated to the Assured. The Books will close on 


81st December, 1866, for the next division. 


Applications through Solicitors are invited for advances upon, or purchases of, Life Interests or Reversions, in connection with 


Policies of Assurance to be granted by the Office, 


E, A. NEWTON, Actuary, 











